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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE orDER of transfer to Mr. Justice Romer was not made a 
day too soon, as on Wednesday last that learned judge com- 
pleted the hearing of all the available cases in his former list 
with one exception, and on Thursday he commenced the hearing 
of the transferred actions. 





THE FOLLOWING are the names and dates of call to the bar of 
the new Queen’s Counsel :—Mr. Cuartes Goutp (North-Eastern 
and Midland Circuits), 1870; and Mr. Wim Pickrorp 
(Northern Circuit), 1874. 





THE oRDER of transfer to Mr. Justice Romer, which we print 
elsewhere, comprises, as will be seen, forty-five actions from the 
list of Mr. Justice Currry, thirty from that of Mr. Justice 
Norra, and twenty-five from that of Mr. Justice Srrruine. We 
are able to add a list of the same cases as they ap in the 
cause book, in the order in which they are to be , 





By THE indulgence of the judges of Court of Appeal No. 2 
Mrs. Tuompson was allowed, on Wednesday last, to appeal in 
person to that court. After a patient hearing, the lady’s appeal 
was dismissed. The disturbance which subsequently 
in court by reason of her expressions of dissatisfaction resulted 
in her being forcibly removed by the attendants. 





WE.ane happy to announce that among the amendments to 
be proposed by the Lord Chancellor in the Judicature Bill, 
1893, there is one whereby it is proposed that “the persons to 
whom the power of making rules of court pursuant to section 
17 of the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876, and section 19 of the 
Supreme Oourt of Judicature Act, 1881, is vested, shall include 
the President of the Incorporated Law Society for the time 
being, and shall also include two persons (one of whom shall be 
a practising barrister) to be appointed for the purpose in the 
same manner as the four ju in the last-mentioned section 
referred to.” The result of this will be to give to both branches 
of the profession the representation on the Rule Committee 
which has so long been urged. 





Commrrree in the House of Lords on the Land Transfer Bill 
on Thursday week was, as we anticipated, a merely formal 
stage, the consideration of the amendments being referred to the 
Standing Committee. But the Lord Chancellor, in reply to a 
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question, committed himself to the opinion that the Land 
Registry would not involve “any additional expense to the 
Treasury.” If this means that it will be self-supporting, it 
gives a blissful prospect to landowners of heavy fees. With 
regard to the districts to be brought within the operation of the 
Bill, the Lord Chancellor was, as might naturally be expected 
under the circumstances, quite moderate, tentative, and cautious. 
He would not, in the first instance, extend the Bill ‘‘to a very 
large district’ ; the experience gained in watching its operation 
within the not very large district would be the best guide “as 
to the extent of the district which should from time to time be 
brought under its scope.” This is no doubt Lord Herscnetw’s 
present intention, but he loses sight of the fact that even a Lord 
Chancellor is not his own master upon questions of this kind. 
The Land Registry officials, like the Russian officers in the far 
East, will be always bent upon enlarging their territorial 
limits. Some obscure Tooley-street Association will be got to 
clamour about the inestimable benefit of having your con- 
veyancing done by a Government office being denied to their 
district ; the Lord Chancellor will be worried by representations 
from the Land Registry officials, and will have to give way, 
whether he thinks the extension advisable or not. It may 
“nig amg be predicted that if the Bill should pass, it will not 

long before every part of England is brought under its 
scope, except, perhaps, portions where the thinness of the 
— renders the prospect of remunerative fees doubtful. 

hether the scheme succeeds or fails within the district first 
selected will be immaterial, since the cause of failure will be 
inevitably assigned to the smallness of the district. 





Tue Covrt or AppEat, in a judgment which we report else- 
where, have affirmed the order of the Divisional Court (Writs 
and Cuarzes, JJ.) striking off the rolls a solicitor who had been 
convicted, under section 13 of the Criminal Law Amendment 
Act, 1885, of knowingly being a party to the use as a brothel 
of certain premises of which he was the landlord. It seems 
clear that the jurisdiction of the court to strike a solicitor off 
the rolls cannot be confined to cases in which he has miscon- 
ducted himself in his professional character as a solicitor; but 
it was intimated in the Divisional Court that, in going beyond 
such offences, and dealing with misconduct generally, there was 
no necessary restriction to misconduct which was criminal. This 
doctrine is somewhat dangerous, and it does not appear to 
receive any countenance in the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal. Lord Esner, while he shewed from the author- 
ities that it was not essential that, where a criminal 
offence had been committed by a solicitor, it should be an 
offence in his character as solicitor, at the same time seems to 
have considered that, if not of this character, it must be at least 
a criminal offence, and this is a safe foundation on which to 
base the jurisdiction of the court. The court is not a court of 
morals merely, and, if the offence is not so grave as to be an 
offence against the public, and therefore a crime, it is very ques- 
tionable whether the court can with propriety interfere. Assum- 
ing the jurisdiction in non-professional offences to begin when a 
crime has been committed, the court has still, of course, a wide 
discretion. It need not wait for a conviction, nor, if there is a 
conviction, need it interfere at all. The question is, as Lord 
Esuer said, whether the offence was of such a disgraceful 
character as to make it unfit that the solicitor should remain a 
member of an honourable profession. _ 


Tue Procerpines in the Halifax Election Petition—Arnold y. 
Shaw —serve to shew that it is easier for an unsuccessful candi- 
date for Parliament to present his petition than to rid himself of 
it when once presented, however willing he may be to be quit of 
it. The election was held in February last, the majority of 
votes for the respondent being 368. The petition was presented 
in the same month, and prayed that the votes might be re- 
counted so that the result of the poll might be truly ascertained, 
and that it might be determined and declared that the respondent 
was not duly elected. The recount took place in March, with 
the result that both the petitioner and the respondent were 
accredited with three more votes than had been announced at 





the deciaration of the poll, the majority of the respondent thug’ 
remaining unaltered. On the 11th of May the petitioner gays” 
notice of his intention to withdraw the petition under section $5” 
of the Parliamentary Elections Act, 1868, and on the 3rd of July” 
his application—to which the respondent consented—came before 
the election court (Cave and Hawxrys, JJ.) The application = 
was not accompanied by the usual affidavits of service of noticg ~ 
upon the public prosecutor and of the election agent as to the | 
grounds of withdrawal. The court refused the application, ~ 
apparently on the ground that no sufficient cause had been © 
shewn either for the bringing of a petition asking for a recount, ~ 
in the face of a majority of 368, or for its being now withdrawn, © 
A further application was made on the 22nd inst., this time by” 
the respondent, with the object of obtaining an order for pay. — 
ment of costs, or in the alternative the dismissal of the petition, — 
But a difficulty stood in the way of this application also. The ~ 
Parliamentary Elections Act, 1868, s. 11, as amended by the ~ 
Parliamentary Elections and Corrupt Practices Act, 1879, pro © 
vides that election petitions shall be tried by the judges on™ 
the rota, and that they, at the conclusion of the trial, shall 
determine as to the validity of the election and certify their 
determination to the Speaker. Now, in the Halifax case there” 
had been no trial, and the learned judges were of opinion that © 
until the case had been tried and determined no order dismig- ~ 
sing the petition or giving costs to the respondent could be ~ 
made. They accordingly refused the respondent’s application, 
and fixed the 11th of August for the trial. The contention of 
the respondent was that nothing remained to be tried after the 
recount had left the respondent in possession of the same 
majority as before. But the language of the Act seems to — 
require inexorably that there shall be a trial of — 
before a petition which is not withdrawn can come to an @ 

In the Renfrew case (2 OM. & H. 213) the counting of the 
papers in court before the election judge was treated as the 
trial of the petition, and the declaration that the respondent 
was duly elected was made forthwith. That course was not 
adopted in the present case, and the result of the petition can- 
not be formally declared until a trial has taken place, although 
the practical issue was determined some four months 

Some easier method of giving the coup de grace to a petition” 
which is for all practical purposes dead seems on the whole t 
be desirable. 








In repvctnc the amount of damages to be paid by Mr, ~ 
Farquuarson, M.P., to Mr. Garry from £5,000 to £2,500, the © 
Court of Appeal acted upon what is now a well-settled principle © 
of law, formulated by Lord Esuer in Praed v. Graham (38 W. B. 
103, 24 Q. B. D. 53), as follows :—“If the court, having fully 
considered the whole of the circumstances of the case, come t 
this conclusion only, ‘ we think that the damages are larger thas 
we ourselves should have given, but not so large as that twelve 
sensible men could not reasonably have given them,’ then 
ought not to interfere with the verdict. If, on the other 
the court thinks that, having regard to all the circumstances 
the case, the damages are so excessive that no twelve men could 
reasonably have given them, then they ought to interfere with 
the verdict.” This rule appears to be not inconsistent with that 
laid down by Frrzcrratp, J., in the Irish case of M'Grath % 
Bourne (10 Ir. Rep. 0. L. Ex. 160), that in order to justify the” 
court in granting a new trial on the ground of excessive da = 
“the amount should be such that no reasonable pro * 
exists between it and the circumstances of the case”; and, 
Lord Esner points out in Praed v. Graham, his rule is wider thaa,” 
and covers, the grounds mentioned in the older authorities for 
interference with a verdict, such as that the jury in assessing” 
damages have been guilty of misconduct, or made some grow” 
blunder, or have been misled by the speeches of counsel (or, 20” 
doubt, d fortiori by the summing up of the judge, as Sir Epwaad- 
CLarke unsuccessfully contended been the case in Galtyt 
Farquharson), The power of the court to allow a verdict to stand 
for a smaller amount of damages than that awarded by the jury, — 
by consent of the plaintiff alone, wanent penne the parties @ 
the expense of a new trial, was challenged in the case of Bolt 
Lawes (32 W. R. 607, 12 Q. B. D. 356), but Lord I 
and the Court of Appeal had no difficulty in sustaining 
had then been for years, and now is, the practice of the ed 
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and further indicated the opinion that if a plaintiff succeeded in 
convincing the court that unreasonably small damages had been 
awarded, a new trial might be refused in the interest of the 
defendant, if he would consent to the damages being increased. 
In Gatty v. Farquharson Mr. Locxwoop declined to “consent,” 
it may be noticed, to the reduced damages, but offered to 
“submit ” to them without claiming a new trial, and with this 
the court were satisfied. Lord Justice Bowxn’s question 
as to what damages should be awarded against the ravisher, 
the seducer, and the blackmailer if Mr. Farqumarson had 
to pay £5,000, might seem to indicate that £5,000 would be 
regarded by the Court of Appeal as the maximum sum that, 
in actions founded on tort, could be held to be not excessive, 
and that only under the worst conceivable circumstances, unless, 
possibly, there had been greater ag my A loss than that sum, 
or grave personal injury sustained by the plaintiff. It will, 
however, be recollected that in an action for breach of promise of 
marriage not long ago, the Court of Appeal, although they held 
£10,000 to be excessive, allowed the plaintiff to recover £6,500. 





In THE CASE Of Re London Chartered Bank of Australia (reported 
elsewhere) Mr. Justice VaveHan WILLIAMs sanctioned a scheme 
of arrangement which, in its main features, was similar to that 
sanctioned by his lordship and by the Court of Appeal in Re 
English, Scottish, and Australian Chartered Bank (ante, p. 648). 
The case is chiefly remarkable for the observations (which the 
learned judge thought of sufficient importance to put in writing) 
on the release of sureties and the liability of the shareholders 
of the old bank. It will be seen from the report that, follow- 
ing a branch of law with which he is especially familiar, Mr. 
Justice VaucHan Witt1aMs adopted the analogy of the bank- 
ruptcy law in holding that it would not be right to introduce 
into the scheme a reservation of rights against sureties. In Re 
Jacobs (23 W. R. 251, L. R. 10 Oh. App. 211) it was decided that 
where the acceptor of a bill of exchange presents a petition for 
liquidation or composition under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, and 
the creditors pass a resolution for liquidation or composition, 


the acceptor must be considered as discharged by operation of 


law, and the drawer is not thereby discharged from his liability, 
and that in such a case it makes no difference whether the 
holder of the bill is present at the meeting or not, or whether 
he votes in favour of the resolution or against it. If the 
holder of a bill, independently of any Bankruptcy Act, became 
a party to an agreement for composition from the acceptor, he 
would thereby discharge the drawer. The difference lies in the 
fact that, under the Bankruptcy Act, the discharge was by 
operation of law instead of by agreement between the parties. 
This law Mr. Justice VaucnHan Wittiams applied to the dis- 
charge of the company or contributories under the Joint-Stock 
Companies Arrangement Act, 1870, and said it was not right 
to introduce a reservation of rights against sureties into a 
scheme of arrangement under that Act. It appears that his 
lordship intended to confine his remarks to cases of windings up 
by or under the supervision of the court, so far as the analogy 
of the bankruptcy law is concerned. The process by which he 
applied the analogy of the bankruptcy law is clear. The court 
has power to restrain actions against a debtor whose affairs are 
being liquidated by arrangement or composition. Under section 
87 of the Companies Act, 1862, where a winding-up order has 
been made no action, &c., can be commenced against the com- 
pany without the leave of the court, and these provisions apply 
to the case of a company whose affairs are being liquidated by 
arrangement (to use the language-oftke Bankruptcy Acts) 
under tle Joint-Stock Companies Arrangemenc Act, 1870. The 
analoyy of section 125 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, referred to 
by Mr. Justice Vavenan Winitams seems in point. The 
company represents the debtor, and the creditors in the winding 
up are substituted for the creditors in the bankruptcy proceed- 
ings. The case of a voluntary liquidation seems to be the same 
in these respects as a liquidation by the court or under supervi- 
sion, as an order to stay can be obtained under section 138 of 
the Companies Act, 1862. The other point dealt with by the 
learned judge in the written part of his judgment was the 
objection that the scheme ought not to be sanctioned without 
making provision that the shareholders in the old company 











should not, by transfer of the new shares, get rid of their 
liability. A provision to this effect, Mr. Justice Vavonan 
Wituiams thought, could be inserted in the memorandum and 
articles of the new company without again submitting the 
scheme to the creditors. But we presume that the question 
whether a provision of this kind can be inserted in the scheme 
as mere machinery without consulting the creditors must, depend 
upon the particular circumstances of each individual case. 





Tur AMENDMENTS to be proposed by the Lord Chancellor in 
the Judicature Bill, 1893, with reference to the officers of the 
Supreme Court include a provision that (a) the numbers, quali- 
fications, style, classification, duties, and attendance of such 
officers ; (6) their holidays, sick-leave, and temporary employ- 
ment of substitutes ; and (c) their promotion, succession, age for 
retirement and removal, shall be regulated by order to be made 
by the Lord Chancellor, with the concurrence of the Lord Chief 
Justice and the Master of the Rolls and the President of the 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division respectively, as 
regards any matter for which their concurrence is necessary. As 
regards the persons to whom orders under sub-sections («) and 
(5) are to apply, they are to apply to any officer of the Supreme 
Court appointed before the passing of the Act; but an order as 
to retirement or removal, made under sub-section (¢), is not to 
apply to any master or other judicial officer, as therein defined 
by a new section, which includes the Chancery registrars and 
many other officers. Although the office of Queen’s Remem- 
brancer is abolished by the Bill, it is now provided that the 
senior master of the Queen’s Bench Division is to be styled 
Queen’s Remembrancer. The provision in clause 4 requiring 
the concurrence of the Treasury in any regulations made under 
that clause affecting public expenditure is proposed to be struck 
out. 


PROCEDURE BY LESSORS AND LESSEES UNDER 
THE CONVEYANCING ACTS, 188: (S. 14), AND 
1892 (S. 4). 

Tue procedure to be adopted by landlords when seeking to 

enforce a right of re-entry under a lease, and by tenants when 

seeking relief against such a right, is a matter of very great 
practical importance, and it may be useful to call attention to 
some recent cases which have helped to elucidate the not too 
clear language of the enactments which deal with the subject. 
The powers of the courts of law and of equity to grant relief to 
lessees and underlessees where a lessor has actually obtained 
judgment of ejectment for nonpayment of rent are dealt with 
historically in Hare v. Elms (41 W.R. 297), a case in which 
many of the older cases upon the principles and the practice of 
the subject are referred to. But it is with the modern statutory 
provisions contained in the Conveyancing Acts of 1881 and 

1892 that it is proposed to deal in the present article. ; 
Under section 14, sub-section (1), of the Act of 1881 a right 

of re-entry or forfeiture for breach of covenant or condition in 

a lease is not to be enforceable by action or otherwise 

and until ‘‘the lessor serves on the lessee a notice speci the 

particular breach complained of, and, if the breach is capable of 

remedy, requiring the lessee to remedy the breach, and, in any 
case, requiring the lessee to make com on in money for 
the breach,” and the lessee fails to remedy the breach, if 
remediable, ‘‘ and to make reasonable compensation in money to 
the satisfaction of the lessor for the breach.” ae 
of the section to certain classes of covenants and | tions is 
qualified by the exceptions specified in sub-section (6), and 

ese exceptions are themselves qualified by the provisions of 

section 2 of the Act of 1892 (55 & 56 Viet.c. 13). 

It will be seen that the contents of the lessor’s notice required 


by the statute are three—{a) It must cag 4 the breach com- 
ined of ; (6) if the breach is remediable, it must require the 
asus tose y it; and (c) it must ‘‘im any case require the 
lenane ho aus Sees ee for the breach. As to 
the first and of these requisites, it may be remarked that 
the specification of the breach ought to be such as to enable the 
lessee to seo what be is required to remedy (see Woodall, Land 
lord and Tenant, 13th ed., p. 330), But when we look at the 














664 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. July 20, 1893. 4 







































third requisite the question immediately suggests itself—j|lessee may apply for relief “in the lessor’s action, if any, © Dis 
how if the breach is not such as can be compensated for in| or any action brought by himself.” Section 4 of the Act of © os 
money? or again, how if the lessor does not desire to receive a| 1892 deals with relief to underlessees on the forfeiture 7 4 
money compensation ?—and neither of the hypotheses can be|of superior leases, and provides that “where a lessor. 3 
said to be extravagant. is proceeding by action or otherwise to enforce a right of © a : 
The earliest reported case in which these questions were dealt | re-entry, &c., the court may, on application by any person 
with is North London Land Co. v. Jacques (32 W. R. 283), in| claiming as underlessee any estate or interest in the prop I 
which Bacoy, V.C., appears to have held that the lessor’s notice | comprised in the lease, or any part thereof, either in the lessor’s for 
is bad unless it contains all the particulars specified in section 14. | action (if any) or in any action brought by such person for that ~ obt 
It is, however, to be noticed that in that case the notice had not | purpose,” make an order vesting in the underlessee the propert KE 
required the lessee to remedy the breaches, and was, there- | comprised in the lease upon such conditions as the court s wat 
fore, deficient in a far more important detail than if it had | think fit. In connection with these two sections it should be als 
merely omitted to claim pecuniary compensation. The case | mentioned that section 69 of the Act of 1881 (which is to be the 
has, however, generally been taken as deciding that a claim | read together with its successors of 1882 and 1892) provides (sub- but 
for pecuniary compensation is a sine gud non to a valid | section (1)) that ‘‘all matters within the jurisdiction of the court as { 
notice under section 14. It was so treated by Bowen, L.J., | under this Act shall, subject to the acts regulating the court, be . 
(sitting as a judge of first instance) in (reenfield v. Hanson | assigned to the Chancery Division of the court,” and (sub-section wh: 
(30 Sortcrrors’ Jovrnat, 650, 2 T. L. R. 876); in that case he | (3)) ‘‘every application to the court shall, except where it is sec’ 
followed the decision in North London Land Co. v. Jacques ap- | otherwise expressed, be by summons at chambers.” _ (1 ( 
arently with reluctance, but without expressing dissent from it.| It will be observed that the language of those sections of the Boe 
n fact he appears to have agreed that the Vice-Chancellor’s | two Acts which deal with the mode of application for relief by Jac 
interpretation of the statute was correct, for he remarked that | lessees and by underlessees is practically identical ; the applica- 7 
“sub-section 1 of section 4 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, | tion is to be made in the lessor’s action, if any, or in any actiun foll 
appeared to him to be cast in an iron framework and to be| brought by the applicant. Interpretations, therefore, which 1 
an instance of formidable legislation with which to remedy an | have been placed upon the language of these provisions in the less 
existing ill, so to speak, by fire and sword.” one Act appear to be equally applicable to the similar provi- par 
The result of these decisions, or, as we should prefer to say, | sions in the other. _ J : req 
the result of the wording of the statute upon which they were| Cases in which relief against forfeiture or a vesting order are for 
based, was that where there had been a breach of a covenant to | sought for in the absence of any action pending on the part of des 
repair, for example, and notice was duly served by the landlord | the lessor are probably rare. Lock v. Pearce, however, was @ Lon 
specifying what repairs were wanted, and requiring the lessee | case where the lessor had brought actions of ejectment in a ‘ 
to execute them, the notice was bad, and the lessor was debarred | county court (a tribunal which has no jurisdiction to grant relief 188 
from bringing his action of ejectment because he had not claimed | under section 14), and had obtained judgments for possession. nial 
ecuniary damages as well as the execution of the repairs. | The lessees took out an originating summons in the Chancery 
hat the damages would be in such a case is a question which | Division asking for relief, and it was held by Norru, J., and by Q ( 
it would tax the wit of lawyers to answer. Not the cost of the | the Court of Appeal that, an originating summons not being ~ 
repairs, for the damages are to be claimed in addition, and not | either an action or a summons in an action, there was no juris- ( 
as an alternative, to the remedy of the breach: and not the | diction to entertain the application. — Pea 
incidental expenses to which the breach of the covenant to | In the commoner case of relief being sought, where the lessor ( 
repair may have put the lessor, such as those incurred through | has brought his action in the High Court for possession, questions act 
the employment of a solicitor or a surveyor, for these were not, | have arisen as to how applications are to be made by the lessees wil 
until the passing of the Conveyancing Act, 1892, included in the | or underlessees in that action. In Zhe Warden, §c., of Highgate of 
compensation payable by a lessee under section 14 (Skinners | School v. Sewell (ante, p. 602) the lessors brought their action in the and 
Co. v. Knight, 41 W. R, 57; 1891, 2 Q. B. 542), Queen’s Bench Division, and the underlessees made their appli- G 
But the interpretation placed upon the section in orth | cation for a vesting order by way of defence and counter-claim, eitl 


London Land Co. v. Jacques and Greenfield y. Hanson can no 
longer be considered correct. Common sense has prevailed over 
a stricily literal interpretation of the words of the statute, and 
the Court of Appeal have decided in Lock v. Pearce (41 W. R. 
369; 1893, 2 Ch. 271), affirming Norrn, J. (40 W. R. 508; 1892, 
2 Ch. 328), that ‘‘ the meaning of the section is that the breach 
must be remedied if it can be, and there must be compensation 
besides that if there is anything for which tocompensate.” The 
Master of the Rolls, moreover, goes as far as to lay it down dis- 
tinctly, that “‘ the lessor need not, if he does not want any com- 
pensation, ask for it” ; and Liyviey, L.J., remarks, “ Supposing 
the lessor does not want compensation, is the notice to be held 
bad because he does not ask for it? There is no sense in that.” 
We think that few will be disposed to differ with the sound 
sense of this decision, which may be taken as finally settling the 
requirements of a lessor’s notice under section 14. As to the 
persons upon whom the lessor’s notice must be served, it seems 
to follow from the decisions in Creswell v. Davidson (56 L. T. 811) 
and Burt v. Gray (1891, 2 Q. B. 98) that, although by sub-sec- 
tion (3) of section 14, “lessee” includes “‘ underlessee,” the 
word cannot be given both meanings for the purposes of a single 
traneaction, and that the prescribed service of the notice upon 
the lessee does not involve the neceesity of serving underlessees 
also, but the point is doubtful. 

But further difficulties have arisen as to the procedure to be 
adopted by a lessee or underlessee who wishes to obtain relief 
against forfeiture under section 14 of the Act of 1881, or a vest- 
ing order under section 4 of the Act of 1892. Sub-section (2) of 
section 14 deals with applications to the court for relief by a 
lessee “ where a lessor is proceeding by action or otherwise” to 


Upon an application to strike out the defence as shewing no 
answer to the plaintiffs’ claim, and the counter-claim as be 
embarrassing and disclosing no cause of action, the court (Lo: 
Coreniner, C.J., and Hawxrns, J.) held that the application of 
the underlessees might properly be made in this way, and 
declined to strike out their pleadings. In so holding the 
learned judges referred to section 69 of the Act of 1881, and 
expressed the opinion that the provisions of that section could 
not be applied to applications by lessees for relief where the 
lessor had brought his action—as he has an undoubted right 
to do—in the Queen’s Bench, and not in the Chancery, Division. 
In the Irish case of Ruttledge vy. Whelan (10 L. R. Ir, 263) 
Patres, O.B., and Firzcerap, B., refused a motion for relief 
under this section made in a lessor’s action for possession, 
and gave the defendants liberty to deliver a counter-claim ; but 
it does not appear from the report that the ground of the 
decision was that the application could not be made by motion 
in the lessor’s action. It would appear rather that the case, 
which related to a lease for lives renewable for ever which had 
been allowed to expire, did not fall within section 14 at all, and 
that the proper course for the lessees to adopt was to ask for 
equitable relief apart from the statute. 

The question whether the application for relief may, after 
action brought, be made by motion or summons as well as by 
counter-claim is expressly left open by the court which decided 
The Warden, &¢., of Llighgate School vy. Sewell, Tt seems, how- 
ever, clear that where the lessor’s action is in the Chancery 
Division the application must be by summons in that action 
(see section 69 of the Act of 1881 cited above, and Lock v. Peares, 
1893, 2 Oh., per Linpixy, L.J., at p. 279); and where the 





enforce his right of re-entry or forfeiture; in such a case the 





action, and therefore the application, is in the Queen’s Bench aa 
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Division, it seems only reasonable that the mode of procedure 
should be as far as possible the same as that which prevails in 
the other division of the court, and that consequently the 
application for relief would rightly be made in a judge’s 
chambers. 

In Rogers v. Rice (40 W. R. 489; 1892, 2 Oh. 170) application 
for relief was made by a lessee after the lessor had actually 
obtained possession under a judgment, and it was held by 
Kexewicn, J., and by the Court of Appeal that the application 
was too late. Quilter v. Mapleson (31 W. R. 75, 9 Q. B. D. 672) 
also contains dicta to the same effect. It may be noticed that 
the application in Rogers v. Rice was by originating summons, 
but as it failed upon the grounds stated above no question arose 
as to the proper method of making it. 

The following cases afford some guide as to the terms upon 
which relief will be granted or refused to a lessee applying under 
section 14 under varied circumstances: Mitchison v. Thomson 
(1 Cab. & E. 72), Bond v. Freks (W.N., 1884, p. 47), Ebbets v. 
Booth (27 Soxtcrrors’ Journat, 618), North London Land Co. v. 
Jacques (ubi supra). 

The effect of the decisions referred to may be summarized as 
follows :— 

1. The notice required by section 14 to bs served by the 
lessor upon the lessee (not upon underlessees) must specify the 
particular breach complained of, and if it is remediable must 
require the lessee to remedy it, but need not contain a request 
for compensation in money for the breach if the lessor does not 
desire to claim such compensation: Lock v. Pearce, overruling 
London Land Co, v. Jucques and Greenfield v. Hanson, 

2. The application of a lessee under section 14 of the Act of 
1881 for relief against forfeiture and of an underlessee under 
section 4 of the Act of 1892 for a vesting order 

(a) must be made before the lessor has actually re-entered : 
Quilter v. Mapleson, Rogers v. Rice. 

(6) cannot be made by originating summons: Lock vy. 
Pearce ; but 

(c) may be made by way of counter-cluim in the lessor’s 
action, and where that action is in the Queen’s Bench Division 
will be rightly made in the same division in spite of section 69 
of the Act of 1881: Warden, §c., of Highgate School v, Sewell ; 
and, 

(d) semble, may be made by summons in the lessor’s action in 
either division of the court. 


CERTIFICATES OF SHARES. 
Tux decision of the House of Lords in The Balkis Consolidated 
Co. (Limited) v. Tomkinson (reported elsewhere), which we 
noticed shortly last week, seems to deserve fuller consideration. 
In the first place, it affirms the rule established by Ae Bahia and 
San Francisco Railway Co. (16 W. R. 862, L. R. 3 Q. B. 584), 
that the issue of a certificate of shares may operate as an estop- 
pel against the company in favour of persons who have acted 
upon it. In that case 8. and G., to whom certificates had been 
issued, had taken under a forged transfer. They transferred to 
A., who was at first registered as owner of the shares, but sub- 
sequently his name was removed from the register, and the 
name of the true owner restored. The question then arose as to 
the liability of the company to A., and it was held that he was 
entitled to recover from the company as damages for the loss of 
the shares the value of the shares at the time the company first 
refused to recognize him as a shareholder, with interest at four 
per cent. According to Cocxsurn, C.J., the facts brought the 
case ‘‘ within the principle of the decision in Pickard v. Sears 
(6 A. & E. 469), as explained by the case of Freeman v. Cooke 


(2 Ex. 654), that, if you make a representation with the inten- | 
tion that it shall be acted upon by another, and he does so, you | 


are estopped from denying the truth of what you represent to 
be the fact.” As to the representation, he said that the certifi- 
cate is a declaration by the company to all the world that the 
person in whose name it is made out, and to whom it is given, is 
a shareholder in the company. As to the intention, it is given 
by the company with the intention-that it shall be used as evi- 


dence of title by the nm to whom it is given, and acted upon 
in the sale and transfer of shares. And, er, in the case in 
question the claimant had so acted. On their production, and 
on having what purported to be a transfer of the shares made 
to him, he had paid the value of the shares. 

Cocxsurn, ©.J., also commented on the advantage to the 
company of issuing certificates. ‘‘This power of granting 
certificates is to give the shareholders the opportunity of more 
easily dealing with their shares in the aie. and to afford 
facilities to them of selling their shares by at once shewing a 
marketable title, and the effect of this facility is to make the 
shares of greater value. The power of giving certificates is, 
therefore, for the benefit of the company in general.” And 
Buiacxsury, J., also pointed out that, when joint-stock com- 
panies were established, the great object was that the shares 
should be capable of being easily transferred. Hence the pro- 
visions for the keeping of a register, and for the issue of 
certificates which were to be “‘ primd facie evidence of the title of 
the person named to the shares specified.” And, further, he 
said that “it was the intention of the Legislature that these 
certificates should be documents on which buyers might safely 
act.” But it may be questioned whether these considerations 
are really relevant. The Legislature may well have deemed 
that the issue of certificates would be beneficial to the company, 
and doubtless intended by this means to facilitate the transfer 
of shares. Moreover they probably anticipated that purchasers 
would in general be safe in accepting the certificate as evidence 
of title. But the Legislature did not go so far as to guarantee 
this safety at the ny ay of the company, and if the omission is 
to be supplied by the doctrine of estoppel, it must be by the 
ordinary application of that doctrine, and not upon any sup- 
posed intention on the part of the Legislature in favour of 
purchasers of shares. The doctrine, however, is capable of 
being applied in the manner described above, and with the law 
as thus faid down Lord Herscuent, C., said that he had no 
hesitation in expressing his concurrence. 

The next question is in whose favour the estoppel is to 
operate. It must be a person to whom the representation has 
been made with the intention that he should act upon it, and 
who has acted upon it. In Re Bahia and San Francisco Railway 
Co. this was a purchaser from the person to whom the certificate 
was issued, but the House of Lords have now held that there is 
nothing in the rule necessarily to exclude the original holder of 
the certificate. ‘If, observed Lord Herscuett, ‘the com- 
pany must have known, as was said in the Bahia and San Fran- 
cisco Railway case, that persons wanting to purchase shares 
might act upon the statement of fact contained in the certificate, 
it must equally have been within the contemplation of the com- 
pany that a on receiving the certificate from them might, on 
the faith of it, enter into a contract to sell the shares. The 
plaintiff (Tomxrso) did enter into such a contract, and thereby 
altered his position by rendering himself liable to the persons 
with whom he contracted to sell the shares. All the elements 
necessary to create an estoppel would appear, therefore, to be 

resent.” 

. The Lord Chancellor then proceeded to distinguish Simm v. 
Anglo-American Telegraph Co. (28 W. R. 290, L. R. 5 Q. B.D. 
188), and this leads to a consideration of the nature of the 
representation made by the company to the person to whom the 
certificates are issued. Undoubtedly the company may make a 
representation to him which will form the ground of 4 
but it may be thought to be essential that the subject- 

of the re ntation should be something within the know- 
ledge of the company, or which the company either on to know 
or which oy oe to know, aud also that i as to it 
should not be equally accessible to the person to whom 
representation is made. Now, when B. presents 
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a transfer purporting to be executed by A., and asks the com- 
ny to register him, B., as owner 

im a certificate accordingly, 
truth of two facts, first, that A. 
the registered owner of the shares; and, secondly, 
executed a transfer in favour of B. As to the second 
transfer may be and then B., although 
register, does not the owner of the 
‘forgery is a matter no more within the cognizance of the com- 
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pany than of B. The company may compare the signature to 
the transfer with other writing of the alleged transferor, and 
they may write to him to give notice of the intended change in 
the register. But he is not bound to reply, and from his silence 
nothing can be inferred against him, while the testimony of 
handwriting is far from conclusive. On the other hand, it is 
B. who procures the transfer, and he can, if he chooses, take 

recautions to assure himself that it is genuine. Hence it was 

eld in Simm v. Anglo-American Telegraph Co. that under such 
circumstances a certificate issued by the company to B. raised 
no estoppel against the company in favour of B. 

As to the other point, that, for the statement of the certificate 
to be true, A. must be the registered owner at the time of the 
transfer, this, again, may bo subdivided. He must be the 
owner, and he must be registered as such. Whether by reason 
of the invalidity of any prior dealings he is not in fact the 
owner B. has no means of knowing, and the company take the 
risk of this, exactly as they take the entire risk of the certificate 
issued to B., as regards subsequent purchasers. But whether 
A. is in fact on the register might be supposed to be within the 
knowledge alike of the company and of B. True the register 
is in the possession of the company, but B. has the right to 
inspect it. This right, however, the House of Lords have held 
that he is not bound to exercise, but may rely upon the com- 
pany not to issue him a certificate which is clearly not justified 
upon a comparison of the transfer and the register. In the 

resent case, Zhe Balkis Consolidated Co. v. Tomkinson, one 

OWTER, in December, 1888, executed in blank a transfer of 
shares to Tomxrnson. This was filled up and executed by 
Tomxtnson in May, 1889, who then presented it to the company 
and received a certificate in the following July. In August he 
entered into contracts to sell the shares. Previously to the 
completion of the transfer to Tomxrnson—namely, in January, 
1889—Powrer had transferred the shares to other persons, who 
had been registered as owners. Moreover, the certificate ori- 
ginally issued to Powrer, which had been deposited with the 
company when the blank transfer was given to Tomxtnson, bore 
an indorsement of the intermediate transfer. The company, 
therefore, had in their possession ample means of knowing that 
the statement of Tomxtnson’s title contained in the certificate 
issued to him was not correct, while this information was not 
as readily accessible to Tomxinson. Hence it was held that he 
could rely on the certificate as creatiug an estoppel against the 
company. 

The judgment of the House of Lords, then, at least es- 
tablishes that the estoppel operates against the company in 
favour of the holder of the certificate when the certificate 
assumes the knowledge by the company of something not as 
readily within the knowledge of the holder, but it is possible 
that it may enable the principle of estoppel to be carried a step 
farther. Lord Fiep, indeed, distinctly held that the case of 
forged transfers was one in which the company would not be 
bound. He affirmed, that is, the decision in Simm v. Anglo- 
American Telegraph Co, Lord Herscuett, however, in whose 
judgment Lord Macnacuren concurred, seems to have done 
mo more than exclude that case from consideration, on the 
—_ that the transfer there was forged, and also that 
the person to whom it was issued had not altered his posi- 
tion on the faith of it; and it is not clear that, if the case 
of a forged transfer should be taken to the House of Lords, 





it would necessarily be governed by thé present decision. If | 
the company, knowing that, in the ordinary course of busi- | 


ness, the transferee has no means of verifying the genuineness 
of the transfer, and that in presenting it he does not pretend to 
have done so, nevertheless chooses under such circumstances to 
issue to him a certificate, intending him to act upon it, and he 
does act upon it, it may be suggested that they assume know- 
ledge of something which is really known to neither party, and 
cannot escape from the rule now established, that the certificate 
creates an estoppel in favour of the person to whom it is issued. 
Probably, however, the operation of the Forged Transfer Acts 
will prevent this question from arising, while other cases will be 

verned by the present decision. It is to be remembered that 


ss BO —- to the holder of the certificate merely a8 | heen carefully edited as regards the notes, which may, perhaps, 
said to constitute the most useful part of the work. 
_ some substitution of new precedents, but we do uot find any attem 


holder. He can only gain the benefit of the estoppel by acting 
upon the certificate, as by contracting to sell the shares. 
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LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


REGISTRATION OF TITLE.—On the motion to go into committee 
the Land Transfer Bill on the 20th inst., the Lord Chancellor, in 
swer to Lord STANLEY OF ALDERLEY, said he did not think the 
registry would involve any additional expense to the Treasury, 


owners ; on the contrary, he believed it would be to their advan 
from a pecuniary point of view. With regard to the districts to 
brought within the operation of the Bill, they must proceed tenta. 
tively and cautiously. He did not see how it would be possible tg 
lay down any rule as to the extent of these districts, but so far as he 
had to administer the Act—and he believed his successors would 
follow the same principle—he should not in the first instance extend 
it toa very large district. The experience gained in watching its 
operations in that district would be the best possible guide as to the 
extent of the district that should from time to time be brought 
within its scope. The amendments to the Bill were of a technical 
character, and he proposed that they should be dealt with in the 
Standing Committee. The House then went into committee on the 
Bill, and it was reported without amendment. 

Bitits ADVANCED.—The Supreme Court of Judicature Bill, the 
Trustee (Consolidation) Bill, the Copyhold (Consolidation) Bill, and 
the Trust Investment Bill have passed through committee in the 
House of Lords, and the Married Women’s Property Act (1882) 
Amendment Bill in the House of Commons. 

SALE oF Goops.—Mr. MARJORIBANKS has nominated the Select 
Committee on the Sale of Goods Bill as follows :—Mr. AMBROSE, Mr, 
BovusFIELD, Mr. A. Cross, Mr. B. Jones, Mr. MATHER, Mr. O’KEgrg, 
Sir C. RussELt, Mr. 8. WILL, and Sir R. WzBsTER. 








REVIEWS. 
WILLS. 
A TREATISE ON WILLS. By THOMAS JARMAN, Esq. Firru Epirioy, 
By LEoPpoLD GEORGE GoRDON RoBBINS, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
Two Volumes. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The present edition has been edited with much care and industry, 
and also, naturally enough, with considerable conservative caution, 
There is, we admit, more reason for this in Mr. Jarman’s great work 
than in the case of most treatises, because, of all legal writers, he was 
probably the most accurate and painstaking in his statements; but” 
he was also somewhat prolix, and we hope the time may come when 
even his sacred text may be greatly condensed, and the reverential 
observations of his subsequent editors incorporated therewith instead 
of appearing between brackets. Mr. Robbins has, however, intro- 
duced very substantial improvements. He has split up the chapters 
into sections and sub-sections, thereby considerably increasing 
facility of reference, and he has greatly improved the index by the 
addition of sub-headings. We confess, however, that we do not 
like the list of statutes cited being inserted in the index ; it is more 
conveniently placed after the table of cases. 

An idea of the labour involved in the preparation and editing of 
these volumes may be gained from the dimensions of the table of 
cases, which, in small type and double columns, extends over 120 
pages; and during the twelve years or so which have elapsed since 
the issue of the last edition, a considerable mass of decisions have 
accumulated, which have had to be dealt with by the editor. Great 

raise is due to Mr. Robbins for the diligence with which they have 
en collected. He has not limited himself to the Law Reports, but 
has hunted ont cases reported in any series of the other current 
reports. The statements of the recent decisions are also usually given 





very tersely and correctly. Upon the decisions in Re Frost, Frost % 
Frost (43 Ch. D. 246) and Whitby v. Mitchell (44 Ch. D. 85) some 
excellent criticisms will be found at pp. 249-251 of Volume I., which, 


we believe, express the general opinion of conveyancers. a 
Another portion of the work which has been greatly improvela 


the appendix, containing suggestions as to the preparation of wills, 
which has been supplemen 


operate in the colonies or in foreign countries, The information” 





given as to this is expressed with admirable clearness, and constitutes | 


a very valuable addition to the book. ‘ 








FORMS OF WILLS. 


HAYES AND JARMAN’S ConcISE Forms or WILLS. WITH PRACTIC 
Norges. Tentu Epirion. By W. B. Mzcoye, Barrister-at-La 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 

This edition of Messrs. Hayes and Jarman’s well-known work 
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did not contemplate that the Bill would cast any burden upon land.” 





by suggestions as to wills intended to. 
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to modernize the forms in general. If reference is made to form 7— 
the most simple and ordinary disposition by means of a trust for 
gale—it will be seen how it differs from the concise and equally 
efficacious forms now in vogue. There is, perhaps, no branch of 
gonveyancing in which conciseness (so far as consistent with safety) is 
more appreciated by the client than wills, and everything in the 
nature of a common form should be cut down to the fewest words 
possible. We hope that in the next edition an effort will be made in 
this direction. The work contains many valuable suggestions in the 
way of forms for special circumstances, and it would add to its 
utility if these were made more accessible by means of a separate 
index of forms giving references to those contained in the precedents 
of complete wills. 





PLEADING AND EVIDENCE IN CRIMINAL CASES. 


AncHBOLD’s PLEADING AND EVIDENCE IN CRIMINAL Cases. WITH 
THE STATUTES, PRECEDENTS OF INDICTMENTS, &¢., AND THE 
EVIDENCE NEcEssARY TO Support TuemM. By Sir Joun JERVIS. 
TwENTY-First Eprrion. Including the Practice in Criminal 
Proceedings by Indictment. By WILLIAM Bruce, Esq., Barrister- 
at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


There is not much to be said in the way of criticism of a work 
which has reached its twenty-first edition, and which for several 
successive editions has been in the bands of the same editor. The 
new legislation and decisions since 1886 have in general been inserted 
with the customary care and completeness, but we observe that the 
ease of Reg. v. James Halliday (38 W. R. 256), in which the Court for 
Crown Cases Reserved adopted and affirmed the principle laid down 
in Reg. v. Martin (30 W. R. 106, 8 Q. B. D. 54), is not noticed at p. 
767. The present edition appears to be quite up to the average of its 
predecessors. 





CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE BREAKING OF CONTRACTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Is Saul among the prophets? I have just read an account of 
the fifth annual dinner of the Liberty and Property Defence League, 
in which it is stated that Lord Halsbury was present and proposed 
the toast of the evening, ‘‘ Prosperity to the League.” In the course 
of his speech his lordship is reported to have said, ‘‘ There were 
certain principles which ought to be associated with every State that 
claimed to be-free—the principles that . . . if a man made a 
bargain he should recognize it as an honest man, and not try, through 
the intervention of Parliament or any other body, to get out of it.”’ 

Lord Halsbury did not say whether the same principle should 
govern the action of the State, but one instinctively recalls a speech 
of Mr. Thomas Marshall at the Leeds Incorporated Law Society, in 
which he said, speaking of solicitors, ‘‘They knew well that the 
Government, which gave them their licence, and made them pay for 
it, was shewing a disposition to compete in business with its own 
licensee. As a commercial transaction between man and man that 
would be promptly checked by the interference of the courts.”’ 

A Soricrror. 





London, 20th July. 


[It is, perhaps, fair to state that Lord Halsbury did not reintro- 
duce his Land Transfer Bill after the nature and extent of the con- 
fiscation proposed to be effected had been pointed out in an article 
in these columns. We do not pretend to say that the article 
produced this effect, but the fact is as above stated.—Eb. S. J.] 





PROPERTY IN THE PROCEEDS OF WASTE, 
[Z'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—It occurs to me that the writer of this interesting article may 
unwittingly mislead some readers of THE Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL b 
omitting to state the fact, which he no doubt had in his own mind, 
that the whole of the article only applies where the estate is limited 
by legal limitations of uses only, whether executed or executory in 
form, and does not refer to the much more numerous cases of settle- 
ment through the medium of trustees who hold the 1 estate, and 
in whom the timber or minerals, &c., vest both before and after 
severance, upon the trusts of the instrument under which they hold. 
Probably the court, if applied to, would deprive the wasting life 
tenant of all interest in the investment of the proceeds of waste, but 
beyond this the capital and accumulations would not be affected by 
any interference of the court. 

here is one other, and a rather curious point, which your contri- 
butor has not noticed, but which arises on the 25th section of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, s. 3, whereby the legal right to commit equit- 
sble waste is taken away from @ dispunishable tenant. I submit, 


without prolonged argument, that this the of equit- 

able wale ye on the footing of vanecueaned ra: unishabl e 

tenant, and that this disposes in the case of | uses of the dictum 

in Honeywood v. Honeywood (L. R. 18 Eq. 306), where Jessel, M.R., 

said that the proceeds of equitable waste should follow the uses of 

the settlement. W. A. BEWEs. 
11, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C., July 27. 


[As we remarked in our article, waste by equitable tenant for life 
is waste committed by the trustees’ tenant at will, and the ® 
therefore, vest in them. It may be that they would hold on the 
trusts of the settlement, but the owner of the first equitable vested 
estate of inheritance might plausibly e that here equity would 
follow the law, and that the trustees would hold for him absolutely. 
As to the second point, our correspondent’s argument seems to shew 
that the distinction between legal waste and equitable waste is gone, 
and all unauthorized cutting of timber is now legal waste. But suppos- 
ing that there was formerly a different rule in eq ity as to equitable 
waste, would not the distinction still be preserved, and would not the 
rule of equity still prevail as to waste which would formerly have 
been equitable waste merely ?—Ep. 8. J.] 





‘WITHOUT IMPEACHMENT OF WASTE.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Will you allow me to enter a protest in your pages against 
the modern perversion of the term without ‘‘ impeachment of waste” 
into “‘ dispunishable for waste,” ‘‘not impeachable for waste,” and 
analogous expressions ? 

I take it that there is no question but that the phrase ‘“ without 
impeachment of waste’’ is simply the old French ‘‘ sans empeschement 
de gast,” and means without prevention from waste, and has no 
reference to any impeachment or punishment for waste. 

The tide of corruption of the lan will, I am aware, not be 
stemmed, but if you will allow’my protest I shall be obliged. 

July 26, F. W. P. 


[We do not quite understand our correspondent’s objection to the 
hrase ‘‘ dispunishable for waste.” It is doubtless correct that 
‘* without impeachment of waste”’ means simply without prevention, 
or hindrance, from waste, but the result of these words is that tenant 
for life, like tenant in tail, is ‘“‘dispunishable” for waste (see Co. 
Litt. 224a), while, if his estate was created without the wo he is 
‘*punishable” for waste (Co. Inst., 2, p. 299). ‘* Without 
impeachment of waste” shews positively the extent of the rights of 
the tenant for life. ‘‘ Dispunishable” for waste describes his rights 
negatively by shewing that no action will lie against him. 
modern change in the word ‘‘impeachment”’ makes it —_ to pass 
from one phrase to another, and to speak of a tenant for life being 
impeachable for waste instead of ‘‘ punishable for waste.” “ Dis- 
punishable for waste,” however, seems to be quite correct, and to be 
& companion phrase to ‘‘ without impeachment of waste.’’"—Ep. 8. J.] 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS, 
ORDER OF CouRT. 
Thursday, the 20th day of July, 1893. 
Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr, Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice 
Romer respectively, it is expedient that a 
assigned to Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, and Mr. Justice 
Stirling should for the purpose only of h or of trial be trans- 
ferred to Mr, Justice Romer. Now I, the Right Honourable Farrer, 
Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby 
order that the several causes and matters set forth in the schedules 
hereto, be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice Chitty 
Mr. Justice North, and Mr. Justice Stirling to Mr. Justice Romer, for 
the purpose only of hearing or of trial and be marked in the cause 
books accordingly. And this order is to be drawn up by the registrar 
and set — e several offices of the Chancery Division of the High 
usti 


Court of ce. 
FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice CurTTy. 
1893. 
Lord Gerard v Liverpool, St Helens, &0, Railway Co 1893 G@ 73 


April 10 
“ 1891 © 2,781 April 12 
1 


Cradock v Scottish Provident Institution 





Callow v Stephenson 1892 C 628 April 19 


Cooke v Catterall 1893 C 748 25 
In re Reynold’s Patent No 20,770 A.D, 1891 and Patents, &o, Acts, 
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1883 Ex parte J B Hannam Petition for revocation of Patent | | Milton v Daintrey 


May | 


Meager v Francis 1892 M 3,409 May 1 


| 


Western and General Dovdlegnent Syndies ute ld vy Mexican Explora- | 


| Coussens v White 
| Seddon v Bateman 
| Newsom v Newsom 


| 


| Poulton v Smith 
| Myers v Gardner 
| Vitoria v de Murrieta 
| Mootham v London Assurance Corporation 
811 
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1893 


Parnell v Vickers 1893 P 389 





M 63 May 31 


Haymen v Mayor, &c, of Chatham 


THIRD SCHEDULE. 





__ ay 39. 1893. 


—— 





June 1 


1892 N 4,336 Junel 








From Mr, Justice STIRLING. 
1893. 


Nobel’s Explosives Co v Anderson 
Bartholomew v D’Enison 1892 


April 28 
Re Wratislaw, Wratislaw v Savage 
Adams v J. Rotheroe & Co 1892 


Stretton’s Derby Brewery, ld v Mayor, &c, of Derby 


May 2 
1892 
1892 
1892 
Cotton v Cornish Bank, ld 
Denman v Kemeys Tynte 
Nye v Hughes 1893 
1893 
1893 


C 
8 
N 
1892 
1892 


P 400 
M 
1891 V 


Winstone v Hodgkins 1893 W 


| Linton, Clarke, & Co v Westgarth 


| Cosh v Mannering 


Otard, ‘Dupuy, & Co v Otard de Montebello Cognac Co, Id 


1,889 May 16 
Tufnell v Baron Erskine 1893 
Patten v Harvey 1893 P 444 
Vandeleur v Bright Smith 1890 
Reed v Ford 1893 R 520 
1893 C 
1891 J 


T 


107 
Jones v Wakeman 


B 
Brunner, Mond & Co, ld v Winnington Salt Co, 1d 


1,447 
2,861 
681 


D 
N 416 May8 


1893 
737 


N 42 
April 27 


April 12 


1892 B 5,838 


1893 W April 28 


1,674 


3,673 
A April 28 


1893 8 3,235 
May 2 
May 2 
May 5 
3,921 
2,490 


C May 6 


May 8 


May 10 


306 May 11 
481 


May 12 
1893 
May 12 
1892 L_ 1,733 


M 363 May i? 


May 13 
1893 Q 


992 
323 


May 16 


May 17 


Vi d82 
May 18 


1,732 


May 18 


May 19 
May 29 
HERSCHELL, C, 


The following is a list of the above actions placed in the order in which + 


they are to be heard :— 
Shrewsbury v Bapty 
George v Gwynne & 
Tinker v Rodwell 


& Co 


| Re Tucker, Tucker v Tucker 


Beste v Beste 

Re Webb, Lambert v Still 

Homer v Barker 

Re Squire, Squire v Lankester 
Hadida v Fordham & Sons 

Lord Gerard v Liverpool, &c, Ry Co 
Pullen v Isaacs 

Cradock v Scottish, &c, Institution 
Carter’s Medicine Co v Knight 
Nobel’s Explosives Co v Anderson 


| Callow v Stephenson 


| Cooke v Catterall 


tionsld 1892 W 1,117 May 2 
Mallmann & Co v Buenos Ayres, &c, Water Co 1891 M 714 May 2 | 
Norledge v Colton 1893 N 1,978 May 3 
Heywood v Littleborough Dyeing Cold 1893 H 54 May 6 
Barne v Webster 1892 B 5,657 May 10 
Defries v Harris 1892 D 2,262 May 11 
Enson v Wilkinson 1893 E 166 May 12 
Waters v Stirling 1892 W 3,522 May 16 
Robinson v Churchill 1893 R 382 May 16 
In re Peake, dec Mort v Masefield 1892 P 2,988 May 18 
Adamson v Humble 1893 A 192 May 1s 
Austin v Piggott 1892 A 1,708 May 18 
Hobson v Lege 1892 HT 4,134 May 19 
Low v Grosvenor 1893 L 357 May 23 
Ross v Woodford 1892 R 1,473 May 25 
Cooke v Stansfield 1892 C 2,929 May 29 
Bedford v Johnson 1893 B 1,790 June 5 
In re Tucker, dec Tuckerv Tucker 1893 T 168 Junei 
In re R Davies, dec Williams v Williams 1893 D 413 June 5 
Steel v Steel 1893 S 616 June6 
Bowers v Stephenson 1892 B 6,012 JuneS8 
In re Townsend; dec Sunderland v Oakes 1893 T 178 June 10 
Penston v Simpson 1893 P 423 June 17 
Rowbotham v Rowbotham 1892 R 2,429 June 22 
In re Grundy, dec Ashworth v Martindale 1893 G 629 June 
Thorneloe v Hill 1892 T 2,171 June 26 
Thorneloe v Read 1892 T 2,172 June 26 
Jennings v Armitage 1893 J 240 June 26 
Lamb v Evans 1892 L 1,855 June 26 
Sheepbridge Coal and Iron Cold v Midland Railway Co 1893 § 
738 June 27 
Brake v Ivory 1873 B 718 June 27 
Westwood v Equitable Debenture and Assets Corporation ld 1891 
W 3,580 June 28 
Louis v Eyre 1892 L 2,953 June 29 
In re Robinson, dec Marshall v Redfearn 1892 M 3,131 June 
29 
Turbervill v Mathews 1893 T 152 June 30 
Jarclay v Cefn Acrefair and Rhosymedre Water Co 1892 B_ 2,548 
July 1 
Handsworth Local Bose Urban Sanitary District v Taylor 1892 | 
H 3,003 July 5 Birmingham District Registry 
In re Hardy, iby Hardy’s Trustee v Farmer 1898 H 945 
July 5 
Back v Joseph 1892 B 56,981 July 7 
SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Norru. 
1893. 
Shrewsbury v Bapty 1892 S 277 March 15 
George v Gwynn £€ Co 1893 G 31 March 17 
Tinker v Rodwell 1893 T 142 March 21 
Re Tucker Tucker v Tucker 1892 T 233 March 21 
Beste v Beste 1892 B 5,482 March 24 
Re Webb, the elder Lambert v Still 1893 W 403 March 28 
Homer v Barker 1893 H 509 March 28 
Re Squire Squire v Lankester 1891 S 4,436 March 27 
Hadida v Fordham and Sons 1892 H 3,885 April 5 
Pullen v Isaacs 1892 P 1,375 April 10 
Carter's Medicine Co v Knight 1893 C 252 April 12 
Re Suddaby, Fox v Suddaby 1892 S 1,631 April 24 
Webb v Beemaz: 1892 W 3,964 April 25 
Automatic Weighing Machine Co ld v Fearley 1892 A 1,438 | 
April 29 , 
Battishill y Tozer 1892 B 4,588 May 5d 
Ralph v Cook 1893 R 417 May6 — 
Tennent v Osmond 1892 T 2,111 May 10 
Wells v Wilkinson 1889 W 207 May 15 
Beimo Jaffe and Darmstaedler Landlin Fabrik y J Richardson & Co 
1892 B 825 May 15 
Bray v White 1892 B 5,374 May 16 
Pryor v Petre 1892 P 2,893 May 17 
Parish v Bancroft 1892 P 2.841 May 24 
Wade v Carr 1892 W 2,382 May 25 


Compania General de Tabacos de Filipinas v The Joint Committee of | 


the London and India Docks 1892 C 4,268 May 26 
Re Whorton, Adams v Wharton 1893 W 470 May 29 
Sudbury v Lee & Glenn 1892 S 4,678 May 29 


London, Tilbury, &e, Ry Co v Great Eastern Ry Co 1892 


May 30 m 


3,404 


| He 
| Ra 


Re Suddaby, Fox v Suddaby 


Webb v Beeman 

Bartholomew v D’Enison 

Brunner, &c, ld, v Winnington, &c, | 
Co, ld 

Re Wratislaw, Wratislaw v Savage 

Adams vJ Rotheroe & Co 

Automatic, &c, Co, ld v Fearly 

Re Reynolds’ Patent, &c 

Meager v Francis 


| Western, &c, Syndicate v Mexican, 
&e 


| Mallman & Co v Buenos Ayres &c 

Norledge v Colton 

Strettons &c Co v Mayor &c of 
Derby 

Coussens v White 

Seddon v Bateman 

Battishill v Tozer 

Newsom v Newsom 

wood v Littleborough &c Co 

ph v Cook 

Cotton v Cornish Bank ld 

Denman v Kemeys Tynte 

Nye v Hughes 

Tennent v Osmond 

Poulton v Smith 

Barne v Webster 

J Defries & Sons v Harris & Co 

Myers v Gardner 

Enson v Wilkinson 

Vitoria v de Murrieta 


| Penston v Sim: 


Mootham v London Assurance Cor. 
poration 

Winstone v Hodgkins 

Linton Clarke & Co v Westgarth 

Wells v Wilkinson 

jenno Jaffe & Cov J Richardson & 
Co 

Waters v Stirling 

Robinson v Churchill 

Bray v White 

Otard Dupuy & 
Montebello 

Tufnell v Baron Erskine 


Co v Otard & 


| Pryor v Petre 


Patten v Harvey 
Re Peeke, Mort v Masefield 


| Adamson v Humble 


Austin v Piggot 
Vandeleur v Bright-Smith 
Reed v Ford ; 


| Hobson v Legg 


Cosh v Mannering 

Low v Grosvenor 

Parish v Bancroft 

Ross v Woodford 

Wade v Carr 

Compania General &c v Joint Com: 
mittee, &c 

Cooke v Stansfield & Co 

Re Wharton, Adams v Wharton 

Sudbury v Lee & Glenn 

Jones v Wakeman Be 

London, Tilbury, &c, Railway ¥ 
Great Eastern Railway Co 

Milton v Daintrey 

Parnell v Vickers 

Haymen v Mayor, &c, of C hatham — 

Bedford v Johnson 

Re Tucker, Tucker v Tucker 

Re Davies, Williams v Williams 

Steel v Steel 

Bowers v Stevenson 

Re Townsend, Sunderland v Oats 


Rowbotham v ee 
Re Grundy, Ashworth y Ma 
Thorneloe v Hill 

Thcrneloe v Read 
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COMPANIES (WINDING-UP). 
Notice. 

By Order of the Lord Chancellor, dated the 26th of July, 1893, the 
following actions have been transferred to the Hon. Mr. Justice Vaughan 
Williams (sitting as an Additional Judge in the Chancery Division) :— 

Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 

In the Matter of a Contract dated the 30th of September, 1892, between 
Charles John Stewart, as Vendor, and Thomas Emanuel Hurst Hodgson, 
as Purchaser, and In the Matter of the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874 
1893 S 2,565 

Baron Sir Henry William Shréder, Bart v The New Zealand Loan and 
Mercantile Agency Co, ld 1893 8S 2,580 

Mr. Justice Norn. 

Paul Levy and Anotier vy Edward Liebmann and the Piccadilly Cigar Co, 

ld 1893 L 982 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


REG. ». GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY CO.—No. 1, 10th July. 


RAILWAY— MINERALS UNDER RatnpwaAy—Sunsipence or Raipway py OwnER 
WwoRKING Mingrats—Ricut or Mirygrat Owner TO HAVE LINE RE- 
INSTATED. 


Appeal from the Queen’s Bench Division discharging a rule nisi for a 
mandamus to compel the Great Western Railway Co. to reinstate a certain 
line and to keep it open for traffic (see ante, p. 652). The Ruabon Brick 
and Terra Cotta Co. were the owners of certain land at Ruabon, and 
through this land a branch railway had been constructed by private 
adventure without parliamentary authority, of which, so far as it went 
over this land, the Great Western Railway Co. were tenants to the Ruabon 
Co. In 1889 the Great Western Railway Co. obtained an Act of Parlia- 
ment (52 & 53 Vict. c. cxxxix.) which authorized them to purchase the 
railway and to give notice to treat under the Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act, 1845, for the land occupied by the railway. The railway company 
accordingly gave the Ruabon Co. notice to treat for the lands, excluding 
the minerals under it, and an award was made assessing the compensation 
on that footing and a conveyance executed. The Ruabon Co. su uently 
gave the railway company notice, under section 79 of the Railways Clauses 
Act, 1845, of their intention to work the clay (which was a ‘‘ mineral ’’) 
lying under and within forty yards of the railway. The custom in the 
district was to get the clay by open quarrying. In an action by the rail- 
way company the court held that the Ruabon Co. were entitled to work 
the clay from the surface, and for that purpose to enter upon the Jand 
conveyed to the railway company and to remove the ballast and soil. The 
result was that the getting the clay rendered the railway dangerous and 
unsafe for traffic. The railway company accordingly abandoned the 
working of the line, and the Ruabon Co. applied for a mandamus as above. 
It was admitted that there was no enactment in the private Act which 
compelled the railway company to maintain and keep open the railway. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowsgn and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Esner, M.R., said that for some time it was thought that the 
mere fact of a railway company having compulsory powers to take lands 
for making a railway imposed upon them by necessary implication the 
Obligation of making the railway. In Reg. v. York and North Midland 
Railway Co. (1 E. & B. 858) the Court of Exchequer Chamber held that 
mere enabling words in the Act did not compel the company to make the 
railway ; that the obligation must be couetell bey the Act, either expressly 
or by necessary implication; and that the fact of the com ae 
some land did not create the obligation. Then there was the judgment o 
the House of Lords in Scottish North-Eastern Railway Co. v. Stewart (3 
Macq. 382), where it was held that ‘‘ Acts authorizing companies to make 
railways are now regarded as but enabling statutes, which give powers, 
but do not render compulsory or obligatory the exercise of those powers.’’ 
The reasoning in those cases was equally aj ble to reinstating as to 
making a railway. If there were no words in Act compelling the com- 
pany to make the railway, how could they be compelled to maintain it ? 
As long as the company chose to use the railway as a railway they must 
keep it in proper repair. But that did not prevent them giving up the 
railway. There were no words in the Acts which compelled the railwa 
company to maintain and keep this railway open for traffic. The cogent 
must therefore be dismissed. 

Bowen and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsat, Littler, Q.0., and F. Dodd ; 
Sir R. BE. Webster, Q.C., Oripps, Q.C., and Moon, Soxscrrons, Pritchard, 
Englefield, § Co., for Brabner § Court, Liverpool; R R. Nelson. 


{Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law.) 





REG. (ON THE PROSECUTION OF ST. GILES’S DISTRICT BOARD OF 
WORKS) v. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL—No. 1, 24th July. 


Loca Government— Powgr To Transrer PART OF PARISH TO OTHER 
Parish—Jvrispicrion or County Counctt—Powsgr To amenp Locan 
PersonaL Act—Locat Govarnment Acr, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. oc. 41), ss. 
57, 59. : 


This was an appeal from the j t of a divisional court discharging 
an order nisi for a writ of fottions tents, p. 619). In June, 1892, the 
vestry of the parish of St. cras applied to the London 
under section 57 of the Local Government Act, 1888, for an 
ferring the site of an old burial from the 

of St. George, Bloomsbury, to of the parish of St. Pancras. Section 
57 of the Local Government Act, 1888, enacts that 
council is satisfied that a priméd facie case is made ou 


distri t parish * — ceopetel 92 
county ict not a or as any , fora 
all or any of the following thit “that 1s to say—(8) the division: thereof 


or the union thereof with any other such district or districts, parish or 
parishes, or the transfer of part of a parish : 

council may cause such inquiry to 

to be given, both in the 


. . . and such other inquiry and notices (if any) as they think fit, and if satis- 
fied that such p desirable, may make an order for the same accord- 
ingly.’”’ The app was considered by the county council, and in 
February, 1893, they gave notices that they would hold an inquiry into the 
matter of the app , and they subsequently fixed the 2nd of June for 
the holding of such inquiry. On the Ist of J an order nisi was ob- 


une 

tained at the instance of the St. Giles’s District Board of Works, the vestry 
of the parish of St. George, Bloomsbury, and the rector o 
calling on the county council to shew cause why a writ of 
not issue directed to them to restrain them farther proceeding 
to hear and determine the aforesaid cuptiostin or from making any 
order therein. The piece of land which was the yg ey 
of the ogee was locally situate in the h of St. 
but it had, under and in pursuance of ce Acts ed in the 
reign of Queen Anne, been appropriated as the cemetery of the parish of 
St. G , Bloomsbury, and had, by virtue of those , become of 
that It was used as such from 1730 to 1853, when it was 
cl as a burial-place by Orderin , and it was afterwards laid out 
as an open public space. On the 31st of December, 1884, by an indenture 
made between the then rector of St. George’s, Bl , and the 

St. Pancras, it was demised to the Vestry of St. Pancras for a 
years at a yearly rental of one shilling, subject to its continuing to be laid 
cut andl est 0698 Se ee The statutes of Anne 
the piece of land been transferred from the one parish to the other 
were 9 Anne, c. 22 and 10 Anne,c. 11. By 9 Anne, c, 22 certain com- 
missioners were appointed for the of 
in the cities of London and Westm' r and the suburbs thereof, and a 


: 
rE 


duty on coals was granted to her ay for defraying the to be 
incurred thereby. By 10 Anne, c. 11 it was pro that commnis- 
sioners who might be appointed under the last-mentioned Act should be 


authorized and empow to hase land for the said new churches and 
for churchyards and for the burial of the 
declared that the lands so to be purchased should be recom. 39: to the 
commissioners, who should cause such cemeteries to be made 
Section 4 provided that wherever the commissioners a 
und for cemeteries for any of the intended new parishes 
unds and limits of such new parishes, the ground so purchased for that 
use should for ever after’ the purchasing and consecrating 
deemed to be of the parish for the use 
purchased, and should be for ever 
taxes to the other parish out 
It was im accordance with 
parish of Bt, Georg  hoonien that the commissioners purchased 
parish of St. rge, Blooms > 
piece of land now in question in the parish of St. Pancras and assigned it 
to be the cemetery of the parish of Ss. George, Bloomsbury. 
of the application to the county 
land to the parish of St. ; 
nisi for the writ of prohibition was 
having taken place under an Act of 
no jurisdiction to make an order which would have the effect of repealing: 


a statutory enactment. The county comnal suum’ © shew cause 
against the order wisi, and relied on section 59, 6, of the Local 
Government Act, 1888, which enacts, with regard to that 
which the county council were te Gils case sohed So male, Wiss see 


scheme or order amend local and personal Act."’ The Divisional 
Court (Day and Wright, 33.) discharged the order for a prohibition. The 


| 
ik 


that until 1797 all 
time the expression ‘ 
ment was not known. 
ey eaahel tle a to the parte now in 
e ’ 
sh mh made to Ji v. Foot & Mod. 611), Richards v, Baste 
(15 M. & W. 244), and Shepherd ¥. L. J. Bx. 
on Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and 
e . ‘ ? 
el Renun, M.R., after a doubt as to ahhy Eee 
was the prapet remedy in ¢! ; the 
statutes 9 Anne, c. 22 and 10 Aune, oc. 11 wore local and personal Acts 
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within the meaning of section 59, sub-section 6, of the Local Government 
Act, 1888. He thought that, taken as a whole, they were public general 
Acts, being intended to be passed for the general welfare of the kingdom, 
and that they were not local and personal Acts. But it was clear that 
though an Act might not be a local and personal Act, some part of it 
might be local and personal, and it followed that section 59, sub-section 6, 
of the Local Government Act gave the county council power to amend 
that part of an Act which was local and personal. He thought that an 
enactment was local and personal if its operation was intended to be 
confined within local limits, and if it affected only a limited class of persons 
as opposed to the whole body of the Queen’s subjects. That seemed to be 
the definition laid down in Richards v. Easto, and approved of in Shepherd 
v. Sharp. In his opinion section 4 of the later of the two Acts came 
within this definition, and was a local and personal enactment. He 
therefore thought that the appeal should be dismissed. 

Bowen, L.J., was of the same opinion. There had been alterations in 
the nomenclature of the classes of Acts of Parliament. But the real 
distinction seemed to be between those Acts which were public general 
Acts, and those which were local and personal, which however might be 
public through they could not be general. General meant applying to the 
whole community. He did not think that section 4 of 10 Anne, c. 11 was 
a piece of general legislation, but that it came under the head of local and 
personal. 

Kaz, L J., concurred.—Counsst, Poland, Q.C.,and Macmorran ; R. B.D. 
Acland. Sotscrrors, H. Corbett Jones; W. A. Blawland. 


[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


LONDON AND COUNTY BANK v. BRAY—Chitty, J., 22nd July. 


Practice—Inrant DereNnDANT—FEMALE GUARDIAN AD LITEM—DESCRIPTION 
in Statement or Cram—R. 8. C., XII., 8—Practrice Masters’ Ruues 5. 


Action against an infant. Appearance by his sister as guardian ad litem. 
Statement of claim describing the defendant in the title as ‘‘ A. B., an 
infant, by Alice Elizabeth Bray, his guardian ad litem.’’ On the action 
coming on on motion for judgment, the registrar objected that the state- 
ment of claim did not shew whether the guardian ad liten was a spinster, 
widow, or married woman. 

Cuitry, J., allowed the statement of claim to be amended by adding 
the word ‘‘ spinster’’ to the description of the guardian.—CounsgE1, Rus- 
= iad ; Bramwell Davis. Soutcrrors, Saffery, Huntley, § Son; B. F. 

rencn, 


[Reported by G. Rowianp Atston, Barrister-at-Law. | 


RICHARDSON v. METHLEY SCHOOL BOARD—Kekewich, J., 2ist July. 


Practice—JvRispicTion—JupicaTturE Act, 1873, s. 25, suB-sEcT1IoN 8— 
Qvo Warranto on INJUNCTION—ELEMENTARY Epvucation Act, 1870 (33 
& 34 Vicr. c. 75), Scuepute 2, Part 1, Rute 14—Ansence ror Srx 
Montus rrom Meerttna. 


This was a motion to restrain the defendants from summoning or holding 
a meeting of the board for the purpose of electing a new member of the 
board in lieu of the plaintiff. ‘lhe plaintiff had only attended one meeting 
during the six months subsequent to his election, and at that meeting, 
though present for a quarter of an hour during which several resolutions 
were passed, he took no active part in the proceedings, but was entered in 
the minutes of the meeting as having remained neutral when the votes 
were taken. At a subsequent meeting of the board a resolution was carried 
declaring the plaintiff to be a member in default as having been absent 
from the meetings of the board for six months. On the hearing of the 
motion it was argued for the defendants that there was no jurisdiction to 
grant an injunction, but that the proper form of proceeding was by quo 
warranto, 

Kekewicn, J., eaid that as to the preliminary objection he was satisfied 
he had jurisdiction to grant an injunction, and that the presence of the 
plaintiff at the meeting in question in which he took part, though only that 
of a neutral, prevented him from being liable to the rule as to absence for 
six months from meetings of the board.—Covunset, Warmington, Q.C., and 
Dibdin ; Marten, QC., and George White. Soxrcrrors, Vincent & Vincent ; 
H. Thin, for A. Willey, Leeds. 

Reported by F. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law. 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re LONDON CHARTERED BANK OF AUSTRALIA—Vaughan Williams, 
J., 22nd July. 


Companx—Winpinc vup—Scueme or ARRANGEMENT—SvuRETIES—LIABILITY 
or S#HAREHOLDERS—SancTion or Covrt—Jornt-Srock CoMPANIES 
ARRANGEMENT, Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 104), 8. 2. 


This was a petition under the Joint-Stock Companies Arrangement 
Act, 1870, for the sanction of the court to a scheme of arrangement which 
was in substance identical with that sanctioned by Vaughan Williams, J., 
and the Court of Appeal in Re English, Scottish, and Australian Chartered 
Bank (reported ante, p. 619 and ante, p. 648). His lordship reserved judg- 
ment in order to have the assistance of the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal in Re English, §c., Chartered Bank (ante, p. 648). 








scheme, and said that the scheme in the present case was identical with — 
that in Re English, §c., Chartered Bank, except in a few particulars which’ 


had been relied on in opposition to the scheme. One of them was that in 
the English, &c., Chartered Bank a sum for which the shareholders were 
liable had been in part made immediately payable, whereas in the present 
case there was no sum immediately payable, and what was payable was 
in part spread over a considerable time. Another difference was as to the 
preferential debts, but according to the judgment of the Court of Appeal 
the creditors were the best judges in these matters. If he were satisfied 
that the object of the scheme was to give relief to shareholders rather 
than to realize the assets for creditors he should not sanction the scheme, 
and he understood the Court of Appeal distinctly to say that the court 
should never give its sanction to any scheme unless it was satisfied that 
it was passed by creditors acting on sufficient information; but he was 
not prepared to say that in the present case the information on which the 
creditors acted was insufficient. The bulk of the information placed 
before the creditors was contained in the statement of affairs laid teas 
the meeting and the accountant’s report. It might be difficult to ascertain 
what was the amount which would be distributable among creditors in 
case of a voluntary winding up, but though he might not if he had 
been a creditor have been convinced that the scheme ought to be adopted, 
he was not prepared to say that the creditors had acted on insufficient 
evidence. His lordship said there were two other points which he was 
anxious te deal with, and as they might be of importance in other cases 
he had put this part of his judgment into writing. One of these points 
was that it was said that this scheme ought not to be sanctioned without 
making provision that sureties should not be released; the other, that it 
ought not to be sanctioned without making provision that the shareholders 
in the old bank should not, by transfer of the new shares, get rid of their 
liabilities. With regard to the first point no one intended that the scheme 
should deprive the creditors of the bank of their rights against those who 
had guaranteed payment of the deposits and current accounts due from 
the bank. The principle upon which it was anticipated that the scheme of 
arrangement might have that effect was either that the effect of the scheme 
was satisfaction of the guaranteed debt, so that there could no longer 
exist any debt which the sureties could be called on to pay, or because the 
remedy over which the sureties would have against the bank was inconsis- 
tent with the scheme of arrangement, which was intended to liquidate once 
and for ever all liabilities of the bank. The scheme contained no release 
of the 7 or the contributories, it contained no covenant not to sue, 
and it was by operation of law that the scheme became effective to relieve 
the company and the contributories from further liability than that con- 
templated or imposed by the scheme. The scheme of arrangement under 
the Act of 1870 was an alternative mode of liquidation which the law 
allowed the statutory majority of creditors to substitute for the a 
winding up, whether voluntary or under the court, just as the Ba ptey 
Act, 1869, allowed the creditors the substituted liquidation by arrangement 
under rection 125, or composition under section 126 of that Act, for a 
pending bankruptcy. The discharge of the bankrupt in such a case was 
statutory, and not conventional, and therefore by operation of law. Just so 
here under the Act of 1870. The discharge of the company or con- 
tributories under the Act of 1870 was by operation of law effected by the 
stay of action imposed after a winding up by section 87 of the Companies Act, 
1862, and during voluntary liquidation by an order for a stay under 
section 138 in the case of an action being brought. The effect of this stay 
coupled with the stay of the winding-up proceedings, excepting so far as 
was necessary for carrying out the scheme of arrangement, was to dis- 
charge the company and contributories from further liability. It seemed 
to him that, the discharge being clearly by operation of law consequent 
upon pending statutory liquidation, the principles laid down by Mellish, L.J., 
in Re Jacobs (23 W.R. 251, L. R.10 Ch. App. 211) applied, and that therefore 
there was no need and it would not be right to introduce a reservation of 
right against sureties into the scheme of arrangement, at all events ina 
case where the arrangement was arrived at pending a winding up by the 
court, or under supervision as distinguished from a mere voluntary winding 
up. It seemed also that it was unnecessary to introduce into the order 
sanctioning the scheme any express words staying proceedings by 
creditors by action or discharging contributories from further liability 
beyond that imposed by the scheme, because that was n 

implied by the sanction by the court of the scheme disposing of the 


whole of the assets of the company, but if those who asked for a a4 
reservation of rights against sureties wished to Lave an express order 


to stay, he did not know that there was any objection to that 


done. As to making provision that the old shareholders cnoidal : 


escape liability by a transfer of the new shares while not fully paid, his 
lordship had the assistance of the Court of Appeal in Re English, §e., 
Chartered Bank, where Smith, L.J., had said, ‘‘ In the scheme we are 
sanctioning there is no provision, as in some of the other schemes, whereby 
the existing shareholders were prevented from slipping out of their lia- 
bilities. If that is necessary, it seems to me Vaughan Williams, J., 
still has control over the scheme; he can insert it or have it inserted in 
the articles of association.” Lindley, L.J., also said, ‘‘ The judge would 
not make a final order until he had seen the memorandum. That can be 
seen to. Vaughan Williams, J., has still got hold of the matter.” He 


(Vaughan Williams, J.) did not think he could do anything’ which 


amounted to a modification of the scheme without submitting it again 
to the creditors, but he gathered that the Court of Appeal did not think 
that the introduction of a term preserving the liability of the shareholders 
(the memorandum seemed preferable to the articles) would be a modifica- 
tion of the scheme, though such a matter had been expressly dealt 

in some schemes, and the introduction of such a provision into the memo- 


| randum might affect the practical working of the scheme, because the old 
Yavonan Witttams, J., pow delivered judgment sanctioning the | shareholders might be deterred by such a provision from electing to take 
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shares in the new bank. In the present case he had arrived at the conclu- 
sion that the introduction of such a provision would not affect the prac- 
tical working of the scheme, because the old shareholders, declining to 
take shares, would immediately have to pay up £20 on the old shares. 
The provision might therefore be treated as machinery and introduced 
jnto the memorandum of the new company and also into the articles.— 
CounseL, Latham, QC., and Howard Wright ; Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and 
W. D. Rawlins ; Byrne, Q O., and John Henderson ; Buckley, Q.C., and W. 
B. Lindley; J. E. C. Munro; Moloney; Ashton Cross; A. J. Allen 
Souicrtors, Freshfields ; Gellatly § Warton ; Clarke, Rawlins, § Co. ; Langlois 
§ Co. ; Burn § Berridge; F. Brooke ; Allen §& Edwards. 
[Reported by V. pe 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 








Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re A SOLICITOR, Ey parte INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY—No. 2, 
21st July. 


Soticrror—Misconpucr—ConvicTIon or SoLicIToR FOR BEING WILFULLY A 
PARTY TO THE CONTINUED USE OF A House, OF WHICH HE WAS THE LAND- 
torp, AS A Brorner—CriminaL Law AmeEnpwent Act, 1885, s. 13— 
SrrIkING oFF THE RoLtis—Jvurispicrion—Souicitors Act, 1888, ss. 12, 
13, 19. 

Appeal from an order of the Divisional Court (Wills and Charles, JJ.) 
striking a solicitor off the rolls (reported ante, p. 527). The solicitor was 
the landlord of a house, No. 4, Hertford-street, Bristol, let on a weekly 
tenancy at the rent of nine shillings a week. The solivitor had been tried 
and convicted by the magistrates on a charge brought against him under 
section 13 of the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, for that he, being 
landlord of the house, was ‘‘ wilfully a party to the continued use of the 
premises asa brothel.’’ The magistrates sentenced the solicitor to two 
months imprisonment. The solicitor had appealed against the conviction 
to the quarter sessions, but the conviction was affirmed, although the 
recorder reduced the sentence to a fine of £20. The Incorporated Law 
Society thereupon, and without themselves holding any investigation into 
the matter, brought the matter of the conviction before the court, on a 
motion that the solicitor be struck off the rolls. The Divisional Court, 
after hearing counsel on behalf of the solicitor ordered that he should be 
struck off the rolls (see the report ante, p. 527). From this order the 
solicitor now appealed, and appeared in person. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., Linpiey and Lorgs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Esusr, M.R., said that he regretted that he was unable to differ 
either from the magistrates or from the recorder cr from the Divisional 
Court in the view which they had taken of the facts. The appellant had 
been convicted of a criminal offence and had been punished for it, and the 
question was whether the court could, under the circumstances, entertain 
an oo to strike him off the rolls. It was argued that in order to 

ve the court jurisdiction the offence of the solicitor must be an offence in 

character as solicitor, or having relation to his character as solicitor, 
and that in the case of any other crime, however heinous it might be, the 
court had no power to strike him off the rolls. That would be a terrible 
doctrine if true. But the contrary had been laid down by Lord Mansfield 

80 long ago as 1778, in Ex parte Brounsall (2 Cowp. 829), where a solicitor 

was struck off the rolls because he had been convicted of stealing a guinea, 

for which offence he received sentence to be branded in the hand and to be 
confined to the house of correction for nine months. It was there argued 
thet the offence was not an offence committed in his character of attorney ; 
and further that he had already been punished for the offence. But Lord 

Mansfield said :—‘‘ This application is not in the nature of a second trial, 

ora new punishment. But the question is whether, after the conduct of 

this man, it is proper that he should continue a member of a profession 
which should stand free from all suspicion. Suppose he had been a justice 
of the peace, the conviction itself would notremove him from thecommission ; 
but could there be a doubt that he ought to be struck out of the commision?” 
Lord Mansfield then said that he would take an opportunity of mention- 
ing the matter to all the judges, and having done so, he said :—‘‘ We have 
consulted all the judges on this case, and they are unanimously of opinion 
that the defendant’s having been burnt in the hand is no objection to his 
being struck off the roll. And it is on this principle: that he is an unfit 
nm to practise as anattorney.’’ There was the whole law of the matter 
down with the greatest possible clearness in a way the propriety of 
which no one could doubt. The case of Rex v. Southerton (6 Eust, 126) was 
to the same effect. There the solicitor was convicted of an attempt to 
extort money by threats, though the conviction was afterwards set aside 
om a technical ground; but there the offence committed by the solicitor 
was not in his character as attorney. In that case Lord Ellenborough 
said (6 East, 143) “that enough appeared to the court to satisfy them that 

solicitor was an improper person to remain on the rolls,” and 

ordered him to be struck off. So in Re Hill (16 W. R. 1061, L. R. 

8Q B. 543) an attorney who acted as clerk to a firm of solicitors was sus- 

pended for a year for embezzling his master’s money; but that was not 
misconduct committed in his professional character. The offence might 
just as well have been committed by a tradesman’s clerk. In that case 
there had been no criminal proceedings. Cockburn, C.J., put the case 
thus :—** When an attorney does that which involves onesty it is 
for the interest of the suitors that the court should interpose and prevent 
& man guilty of such misconduct from acting as attorney of the court.” 
All those cases sliewed that it was not necessary that where a criminal 
offence had been committed by a solicitor it should be an offence in his 
character as attorney. The question was whether the offence was of such 


of an honourable profession. That doctrine, however, ought not to be 
carried to the length of saying that whenever a solicitor had been con- 
victed he must be struck off the rolls. ee ee 
that length in Re A Solicitor, Ex parte Incorporated Law Society (37 W. 
574, 598), but it refused to do so. The court, even after a conviction, had 
still a discretion. The court might either admonish the solicitor, oz it 
might admonish him and order him to pay the costs of the application ; 
or it might suspend him, or strike bim off the rolls. Then as to the ques- 
tion whether the jurisdiction of the High Court could, since the passing of 
the Solicitors Act, 1888, be phere without there having aig 
liminary investigation into the matter held by the Incorporated Law 
Society, the effect of the Solicitors Act, 1888, ss. 12 and 13, was to sub- 
stitute the report of a committee of the Incorporated Law Society for the 
report of the master, but where no inquiry would have been ne 
before the master by reason of the solicitor having been convicted of the 
offence it was absurd to say that an inquiry was now necessary before the 
substituted body. But assuming there to be any doubt as to that, the 
jurisdiction of the High Court was expressly reserved by section 19 of the 
Act. Upon the merits his lordship could not differ from the Divisional 
Court. t court had come to the conclusion that this solicitor had been 
convicted of a criminal offence of such a disgraceful kind as to 
render him unfit to remain a member of a honourable profession. 
In his lordship’s opinion the offence of being ly a party to the con- 
tinued use of a house as a brothel was an offence of such a personally dis- 
graceful kind that the court was no longer justified in holding out the 
offender as a fit and person to be entrusted with the responsible 
duties which a solicitor might be called on to discharge, and in the dis- 
charge of which other solicitors would ba-wege | at times be brought 
into ees relations with him. But it not follow that the court was 
bound to exclude him for the rest of his life. If in the future he lived an 
honourable life, and thereby shewed that he had really repented of his 
offence, the court could entertain an application to restore him to the 
rolls. 

Liypiey and Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred. The order of the Divisional 
Court that George Edward Weare be struck off the rolls was accordingly 
aftirmed.—CounsgL, Hollams. Soxtscrron, E. W. Williamson. 


[Reported by M. J. Biaxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours Examination. 
At the June examination for honours of candidates for admission on 


the rolls of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committce 
recommended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 


First Cxass. 
(In order of merit.) 

1. Cuartes Freperick Loriston Ciarxe (served under articles of clerk- 
ship to Mr. John Marriott Richardson, of Malton; and Messrs. Morse & 
Simpson, of London). 

2. Wiiuram Srantey Hrrentns (Mr. William Hitchins, of the firm of 
Messrs. Caprons, Dalton, Hitchins, & Brabant, of London). 

3. Joun Fouierr Pucstsy (Mr. Charles Marshall Hole, of Tiverton 
and Messrs. Ley, Lake, & Ley, of London). . 

4. Frepertc Harry Jongs (Messrs. Andrew Mellor & Smith, of 
London). 

5. Henry Green (Mr. Alfred Ernest Ferns, of Stockport; and Mr. 
Charles William Dommett, of London). 


Sgeconp Cass. 
(In alphabetical order.) 

Henry Thomas Seymour ton (Mr. John Clayton, of Ashton-under- 
Lyne and Manchester; and . Woodcock, Rylands, & Parker, of 
London), Frederick John Cowley (Mr. Thomas A. Sommers Scott, of the 
firm of Messrs. Down, Scott, & Down, of ), Francis John Hunt 
(Messrs. A. H. Hunt & Co., of Romford), Frank Ernest Jeram (Mr. George 
H. Jeram, of Southsea; Mr. Edward Roy Longcroft, of Havant; and 
Messrs. Powell & of London), Albert Rdward Leonard (Mr. James 
White, LL.D., of on), Harry Derwent Simpson (Mr. Charles T. 
Tallent Bateman, of Manchester). 


Tu-rp Crass. 
(In alphabetical order.) 

Herbert Elliston Allen (Messrs. Pontifex, Hewitt, & Pitt, of London), 
William Anderson Armstrong, LL.B. (Mr. Joseph M. Moore, of South 
Shields; and Messrs. Olarke, Kawlins, & Co., of don), Thomas Ches- 
ters Bowler (Mr. Oharles John Hall, of the firm of Messrs. Hall, Son, & 
Sacré, of Manchester), Alexander Dallas Brett (Messrs. Childs & Son, of 
Lanes)’ Th wa Kawards Bey. : tir G  toecek oh bende i 
London), Thomas ers (Mr. . Lawson, 0! : 
and Mr. B. F. Clarke, of the firm of Messrs Clarke & Blundell, of 
George Dyson Buckle (Mr. and, of : 
Williamson, Hill, & Co., of 
Dickinson, & Hill, of Liverpool), 
(Mr. John Haigh and Mr. Robert Welsh, uddersfield), Charles 
Sidney Hind (Mr. Thomas Henry Wrensted, of the firm of Messrs. Wren- 





8 disgraceful character as to make it unfit that he should remain a member 


sted & Sharp, of London), Thomss Holbeche (Mr. James 









‘672 
and Mr. William Ernest Aldis, both of London), Rowland Welldon Ingram 
(Messrs. Corsellis, Mossop, & Berney, of London), Percy Marr Johnson, 
B.A. (Mr.T. Thorowgood, of the firm of Messrs. Cooper, Thorowgood, Tabor, 
& Hardcastle, of London), Frederick Graham Jones (Mr. Alleyne Alfred 
Boxall, of the firm of Messrs. Boxall & Boxall, of London), Thomas 
Parry Jones-Parry (Mr. Charles Philip Douglas, of Chester), Downton 
Curtis Leman, B.A. (Mr. James Curtis Leman, of London), Robert Evan 
Lloyd (Mr. Arthur W. Vaisey, of London), John Stanley Nix, B A. (Mr. 
Richard Pennington, of London), Ernest Lanfranc Parkin (Mr. Hely 
Owen, of Huddersfield), Frank Shallis Pritchard (Mr. William Benning 
Pritchard, of the firm of Messrs. Pritchard & Sons, of London), Cyril 
Edward Turner (Mr. Thomas Wolferstan, of Plymouth; and Messrs. 
Robbins, Billing, & Co., of London), Henry Oswald Wade, LL B. (Mr. 
John Henry Wade, of tbe firm of Messrs. Wade, Bilbrough, Booth, & 
Co., of Bradford). 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books:—To Mr. 
Clarke: Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn, value 10 

eas; the Daniel Reardon prize, value about 25 guineas; and the 
ohn Mackrell prize, value about £12 103. To Mr. Hitchins: Prize of the 
Honourable Society of Clifford’s-inn, value 10 guineas. To Mr. Pugsley: 
Prize of the Honourable Society of New-inn, value 10 guineas. To 
Messrs. Jones and Green: Prizes of the Incorporated Law Society, value 
5 guineas. The council have given class certificates to the candidates in 
the second and third classes. One hundred and seven candidates gave 
notice for the examination. 





PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the preliminary examination held on July 5 and 6, 1893 :— 
Ernest Addington Adam, Henry Charles Anstey, John Rupert Atkinson, 
Thomas Foley Bache, Thomas Ernest Alfred Baker, Thomas Watkins 
Baker, Harold Douglas Barnes, George Edward Barr, Charles Geoffrey 
Barradale, Henry George Bennett, Frank Bentley, Harry Ernest Bowdler, 
Sydney George Burge, Francis Noel Butler, James Sidney Carpenter, 
Donald Castle, Wilfrid Lowry Castley, Everard George Curwen Christian, 
Ernest William Clegg, Henry Edward Clegg, Reginald Edward Wellesley 
Colley, Edward Colthurst, Frederick William Augustus Cooper, Herbert 
Crockett, Wallace Alfred Denyer, Carden Charles Soulbieu Desprez, 
George Alfred Double, Francis Patton Down, Harvey Steevens Duder, 
William Pingrée Ellen, Norman Elliott, John Evans, Ernest Waddington 
Faber, Percival Charles Fawcett, Edmund Fitzgerald, Charles Edward 
Fitz Roy, Walter James Forbes, Robert Harwar Gill, Andrew 
Green, Frederick Ernest Green, Henry Ralph Grenside, Frederick 
Ernest Hall, Joseph Arthur Hamnett, Walter Ashworth Hampson, 
Harold Henry Harris, Frederick Hindle, James William Hird, Albert 
Edward Holiday, Arthur Curtois Howard, Joseph Hurst, John George James, 
John Labron Johnson, John Richard Johnson, Gaer Hart Harman Jones, 
John Evans Jones, Ferdinand Henry Kemhardt, Henry Thomas Stephen 
Kemlo, Herbert Kendrick, Charles le Boulanger, Frederick Joseph Ellis 
Leveaux, Christopher Levick, Edward Lonsdale, Reginald Philip Loye, 
Alfred Victor Mabane, Arthur Parry Manly, Charles Rowland Morgan, 
Octavius Jobn Morgan, Charles Goodall Neale, Samuel Robert Nightingale, 
Charles O'Malley, Frederick Charles Payne, William Thomas Porter, 
Wilson Cornelius William Potts, John Walter Pridham, William Edward 
Pryce, John Rendell, Edward James Robbins, Edgar Christian Sanders, 
Percy Saunders, John Cecil Saxelbye, Tom Talbot Leyland Scarisbrick, 
Gerald Ommanney Seymour, Stanley Robert Shackleford, Sydney George 
Sharpe, Christopher Wesley Shimeld, Edward Percy Shotter, Edwin 
Ernest Smith, Herbert George Smith, Charles Arragon Stevens, Ernest 
Charles Sergeant Stow, Christopher William Sully, Frederick George 
Theobold, Thomas Gilbert Thornton, Herbert Edward Trangmar, Lionel 
Julian Walford, Robert Mortimer Weston, Sidney Wiliiam Charles 
aa Stanley Parker Williams, Percy Francis Wisbey, Ralph Words- 
worth. 

Number of candidates, 149; passed, 100. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


We regret to announce the death on the 28th ult. of Mr. Epwarp 
Broxam, who from 1867 to 1883 was chief clerk to Vice-Chancellors Page- 
Wood, James, Gifford, and Bacon in succession. Mr. Bloxam was born 
in 1815, and had completed his seventy-eighth year. He was a son of Mr. 
Robert Bloxam, of Newport, Isle of Wight. He became a partner in the 
old firm of Hawkins, Bloxam, Stocker, & Bloxam in the year 1844, and 
was appointed chief clerk to Vice-Chancellor Page-Wood in 1867. He 
was @ sound lawyer and had an intimate knowledge of Chancery practice. 
He was a man of untiring industry, self-denying and diligent, with a 
keen desire to do justice. He may indeed be described as over con- 
scientious. His main object in life was to do his duty. He was a man of 
most amiable character, just and upright, a very firm friend. He married 
a daughter of the late Mr. Richard Mills, taxing master in Chancery, 
who, with a family of seven children, survives him. 


The death is announced of Mr. Joun Epwarp Martin, for many years 
librarian of the Inner Temple, of which society he became an officer in 
1850. He died on the 20th inst., in his 72nd year. To many generations 
of students and barristers, says the Times, Mr. Martin was well known for 
bis courtesy «nd his wide acquaintance with legal bibliography. His 
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knowledge was not confined to forensic works, and as private lib : 
the Duke of Bedford at Woburn, to the Duke of Northumberland, § 
Marquis of Ripon, and other possessors of extensive collections he hg 

wide experience of literature and its classification. ay 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Jesse Hinp, solicitor, Nottingham, has been appointed Clerk of 
Peace for the County of Nottingham, Clerk to the County Council, 
Justice of the Peace. Mr. Hind was admitted in Easter, 1865. He 
Commissioner for Oaths and a Perpetual Commissioner, and a Comm 
sioner for taking Affidavits for the Supreme Court of the Colony gy 
Victoria. a 3 

Mr. Cuantes Heyry Awan, solicitor, Penrith, has been appointed) 4 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Allan was admitted in January, 1887, 

Mr. Joun Henny Ayumen, solicitor, Newmarket, has been appoint 
Commis:ioner for Oaths. Mr. Aylmer was admitted in February, 1880, 

Mr. Joun Rostnson Avams, solicitor, 66, Cannon-street, E.C., has beg 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Adams was admitted in Tri 
1863, after passing the Final Examination with honours. 

Mr. Watrer Jonatuan Anprew, solicitor, Ashton-under-Lyne, as 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Andrew was admittedig» 
December, 1882. < 

Mr. Frepericx Joun Bevis, solicitor, Brighton, has been appointed @” 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bevis was admitted in January, 1886, afer” 
passing the Final Examination with honours. ; is 

Mr. Wa. Burret, solicitor, Richmond, Surrey, has been appointed) 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Burrell was admitted in Trinity, 1873, aft@ 
passing the Final Examination with honours. 

Mr. Wa. Anruur Crarkg, solicitor, Leicester, has been appointel™ 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Clarke was admitted in December, 188 ho 

Mr. Joun Tuomas Corron, solicitor, 12, Gray’s-inn-square, has ss 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Cotton was admitted 
February, 1886. 


Mr. Georce Atnert Cares, solicitor, 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
February, 1887. 

Mr. Arruvur Tuomas Carr, solicitor, Birmingham, has been appoint 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Carr was admitted in April, 1887. 

Mr. Arruur Epwanrp Cunisoy, solicitor, 15, King-street, Cheapside, as 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Cubison was admitted 
January, 1886. ‘ 

Mr. Henny Drxon, solicitor, Bristol, has been appointed a Cummissions 
for Oaths. Mr. Dixon was admitted in July, 1886, after passing the E 
Examination with honours. 

Mr. Joszru Jauzs Devey, solicitor, Wolsingham, has been appoint 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Devey was admitted in February, 1885. 95 
Mr. Gzonce Rozgrt Dransrietp, solicitor, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, a 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Dransfield was admitte®” 
in November, 1880, after passing the Final Examination with honours, 7 

Mr. Osnorzne James Ex.ison, LL.B., solicitor, Colchester, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ellison was admitted in May 
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Burton-on-Trent, has B 
Mr. Capes was admitted 








1883. ae 

Mr. Cuartes Ranpotru Beaumont Eppowss, solicitor, Derby, has bea 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Eddowes was admi in 
May, 1887. 


Mr. Witu1am Georce, solicitor, Criccieth, has been appointed a Cd 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. George was admitted in August, 1887. 

Mr. James Henry Hopns, solicitor, Bristol, has been appointed a Cs 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Hobbs was admitted in May, 1887. b 

Mr. Ernest Cuurcuer Hovenven, solicitor, 4, Bloomfield-street, E.G 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hovenden 
admitted in December, 1886. 

Mr. Joun Henry Lioyp, solicitor, Manchester, has been appoint 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lloyd was admitted in October, 1886. 

Mr. Atrrep Mitiwarp, solicitor, Birmingham, has been appointed 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Millward was admitted in January, 1887. 














CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 


Disso.vtion. 
Writs Pyrxe and Tuomas Corron Mzuisu, solicitors (Pyke & Me 
Launceston. Feb. 4. [ Gazette, July 
Watrer Srorzey, Tuomas Hensert Beprorp, and WiuiaM Eavete 
Wi1ans, solicitors (Storey, Bedford, & Willans), Halifax. July 17.- 
regards the said Thomas Herbert Bedford. [ Gazette, July 25, 





GENERAL, 
The death is announced of Judge Patterson, of the Supreme Cou 
Canada. ” 
Mr. Justice Day, says the World, has been “ ye the Western Cae 


on horseback. He rode the whole distance from Salisbury to Dore 
and after the assizcs there he rode to Sherborne, and thence to Exe 
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Paris correspondent of the Times says that law promulgated on 
the 23rd of July enables the con born in of a mother born i 
France to refuse French nationality. If the father wasalso born in France 
no such option is allowed. 


At the Mart, on Wednesday, Messrs. Fox & Bousfield sold by auction 
Freehold King’s shares in the New River at the average rate of £85,600 
aah — ex div., and New £100 shares in the same corporation at 335 


a, Pall Mall Gazetie says that Lord Lovat has let Moniacke Castle, his 
e near Inverness, to Mr. Justice Chitty, along with the shootings 
{nearly 3,000 acres) which appertain to it, and a good stretch of salmon 
fishing in the Beauly river. [It seems poseible that arrangements may be 
made for the sitting of a divisional court (Chitty and_ North, JJ.) on the 
banks of this river to dispose of fishy vacation motions. } 


At the Central Criminal Court on the 25th inst. the i jury, having 
concluded their duties, returned into court and hand presentment, 
in which they said they were strongly of o — that the ior should be 
a in regard to punishment of criminal offences against young 

and in particular they wished to draw attention to the extreme 
eeraity of two cases. They were unanimous in their opinion that the 
lash should be used in such cases. 


Qn Wednesday, says the Zimes, in the Westminster County Court, a 
matter of some importance to the public came before Judge Lumley Smith, 
@.0. A gentleman, who had travelled from Southport, asked his honour 
as to what he was to do about his expenses. The judge said that in the 
High Court when a witness took an objection to being sworn as he had not 
been paid his expenses, the objection was allowed, but it had been found 
not to work well in the county court, and in the last County Court Act it 
was laid down that any person who was in court must not refuse to be 
sworn or he was liable to a fine of £10. Had the witness stopped away 
nothing couid be done to him if he had not been Pe He was there and 
must give evidence. Mr. Cuff, the registrar, would tell him what amount 
he was entitled to. 


One of the best modes which has been devised of celebrating the royal 
marriage was adopted by the benchers of Lincoln’s-inn on Wednesday, in 
the shape of a treat to 600 children from the surrounding neighbourhoods, 
selected from the various Sunday, Board, and other schools without 
respect to creed. In addition to this number 250 of the casual visitors to 
the gardens of the poorest class were admitted later on and provided with 
tea. The band of the Foundling Hospital was in attendance and played 
aselection of music. The children were entertained with Punch and Judy, 
amarionette show, bagpipe playing by a Scotch piper in full Highland 
costume, and various games. The evening was brought to a conclusion 
with a distribution of toys. Among those present during the afternoon 
were the treasurer, Sir Charles Russell, Q.C., Lord Hobhouse, Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, Sir Horace Davey, Sir George Osborne Morgan, Q C., Sir A. 
Scoble, Q C., Mr. N. Higgins, Q.C., Mr. Cozens-Hardy, Q C., M. P., Sir 
Arthur Watson, Q.C., Mr. Crackanthorpe, Q.C., Mr. Pembroke Stephens, 
Q.C., and Mr. Gibbs, Q.0. The arrangements were admirably carried 
out under the direction of Mr. A. W. Marriott, the steward of the society. 


On the 20th inst., says the Times, in the First Division of the Court of 
Session, Edinburgh, judgment was given in the = by the Society of 
Solicitors before the Supreme Courts and the Society of Procurators in 
Glasgow, praying the court to deal with William Officer, 8.8.C., and John 
Stuart Lang, writer, Glasgow, for alleged —— misconduct in con- 
nection with the Megone divorce case. i. ees judgment the 
lord President said that Mr. Lang had set on foot, in spite of warning on 
at least two occasions, and pressed on what he knew to be a fraud, and 
that was not a question of knowledge of law or of procedure, but of right 
and wrong. In his opinion, also, it was proved that Mr. Officer had lent 
himself as an instrument to a conspiracy against justice. If the transac- 
tion had been recent it would have been difficult to avoid the conclusion 
that both these law agents’ names should be struck off the roll of law 
agents. The interest of society required that the offence of an officer of 
the court (for such was every law agent) who deliberately joined in mis- 
leading the court into a decree should meet with exemplary punishment. 
But the offence was not recent, and in the case of Mr. peek good con- 
duct since those days was well attested. All ¢ considered they 
decided that both respondents be suspended from the exercise of their 
office of law agents for one year. The respondents were found liable in 














expenses. 
COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or Reaistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 
Date ArpeaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
; r No. 2 Cutty. Nostra 
Honday, July ................31 Mr. Carrington Mr. h Mr. Ward 
Tuesday, Aus i Lavie Bedi Pemberten 
Wednesday .. is Carrington Pugh Ward 
Peareday Ag SS, Lavie a Pech aad 
sedaenis dacs Yarrington 
I Sos sc ceossancels 5 Lavie Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srrevine. Kexewicn. Romer 
81 { Mr. Jackson Mr. Godfrey Mr. Rolt 
2s g Genes Leach — 
2 Jodfrey 
a Gene tan 5 
. 4 ackson Fodfrey 
Ray Clowes Leach 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Barxer.—July 22, at Elm Lodge, Carmarthen, the wife of T. W. Barker, solicitor, of d 


CoxHEA! —Jul at 7, Essex- the wife of Frederick Charles Cox- 
EAD. y 22, SS, eee villas, Kensington, 

Guinn.-June 26, at Prince Arthuraver patieg, Sesanhe, hp ee 98 Alex. Monro Grier, 

barrister-at-law, 


a menage ET 21, at ee Epsom, the wife of Arthur Kennedy, of Ashstead, 


Peery ee oh at Parsley House, Chapel Leeds, the wife of Thomas Piercy, 
solicitor, of a daughter. - 


MARRIAGES. 
McEwsn—Dwunpas.—July 20, oo Giles’s Cathedral, Edinburgh, Robert Finnie 
McEwen, of Bardgochat, advocate, to Mary Frances, eldest daughter of Mr. and the 
Tencun ie Mrs. Dundas. 


Tu JLL—Waiti 19, Brighton, John Charles Turnbull, solicitor, of New- 
cate-on-Tyne, to Bulle (iin, daughter of the late Sydney Whiting, 


Watuncry—Bustace. at the Parish Church, B Warwickshire, 
Robert B. W Watne _burrterat “aw, to Gertrude Mary, second daughter of the Rev. 
ustace, 
Yanpe—O'Renty. cn pay Sa at St. Stephen’s, South John Rag sae } Laon 
burne Y Grae and See 
ford, bane ee late Colonel OReilly, Madras ror} 
Corps, and grand-daughter of Myles Knox O'Reilly, TP DL, Heath House, Queen’s 
County, I 
DEATHS. 
Raisrox.—July 19, at 17, N -T. aged 44, James John 
ea se ialemahio ‘ewcastle-upon-Tyne, 





STAMMERERS of all ages, and guveats 
written by a outa ag cured 


tial! ator uring ay fr 
rteen stamps from Mr. B. 4 


thirteen 
Willesden-lane, Brond 
WARNING TO INTENDING Hoc Pace Sy & Lessrzs.—Before tin expert from Th 


a house have the 
cia My 9 daeret J 


Sani & Ventilation Oo 
Wertenlatet (metabe Sa Sos 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuipay, July 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep m Onancery. 
Answers Co, Lomven Cuno as are sequiaal, omer before Aug 19, to send their names 
and addresees, and the Pg women their debts or claima, & Cecil Cecil Harmsworth, 108, 
Fleet st. ‘Nicholson & Coleman st, solors for hiondddator” 


Army, Navy, ano Civit BrRvIcE Co-orerative Society or Ivp1a, Liwrrep—Petn ¥ 4 
winding up, presented J y 18, directed to be heard on A Clement-Cheese 


of appearing must rach the above 


Be.t Mit Co, Liuwrrep—Creditors a eb boy TL dpa dais tees mt on oend Soe names 
and add. and the putea 


esses, ward Ogden, 2, 
Tithebarn st, Liverpool. st ce ge dy ton Tuidaon 
ay 4 anaes, Sy soicare, yy Bprest & Bullivan, 2, Nich hola lane 
Lombard st, solors for p —e of appearing e Roser ye 


later than 6 o’clock in afternoon of Aug 


UnsLimirep 1s a 
Commas or Proprietors or THE SomerseTsnine Coat Ang Pogecen ae for 


Faning wp, Dee ~ sam genta for Stone to be heard on Brasseur & on, 


Stone & Ae -— o> 
ups Sah ee Se | Stone, & Go, Bath cory for 
Nort 


EA Mp oe en p med Pao = Harpour anv oom > are 


uired, on or before 4 full particulars of 
their debts or claims, 1b chant Becoke eons. "Gt Qt Queen st, Wonninnee 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, July 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loarep 1 CHANCERY 

Fair Trape Cive Guarantee, Liurrep—Petn for windi presented June 22, 

directed to be heard on Aug 2. 2," Head & Hill @5 and 66, Chan ‘or 
petner. ce napmnS ee 
gov: A — Me. Co, Li Petn fi ted Jul; 

ouTH AMERICAN , XICAN MITED— ‘or up, presen 

directed to be heard on Aug 2. , eae Pee betes 2 No 
of appearing must vend abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock 


of A 
Toypu , ba ky Co, Liuirep—Petn for winding presented 14, directed to be 
heard on Aug 2. D Jones, 1 A Quality ct, et, Chancery lane, agent for T JF 'T' mtughes, B rtf 
solor for petners. ye ard must reach the later 6 
o'clock in the ~ ne of Aug 1 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Bavasens Leone, Mi, ote gf Ancient Ashton Unity Friend] 
peter . , Loyal ~ Shepherds ity 'y Society, 
Gonrs.iey Fairypiy Society, ‘ereford. July 22 
InDEPENDENT Sick AND BuriaL Society, 127, Union st, Oldham. July 22 
Oxp Hitt as Mourvat Loan axp Investment Socrery, Duke William Inn, Old 


Hill, Stafford. 
Paosrr any Lament, Mb herbed Ashton Unity Friendly Society, Palatine Inn, Hadfield, 
Derby. July 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Turspay, July 11, 
Ciece, Asx, Manchester, eochotes, Loup by 8 Manufacturer. Aug 15 Garghan v Burgess, 
rentry, Northampton, Ho, Aug 12. Craven v Craven, Keke- 
Epuuxpsox, Jam an eee fncral Water Manufacturer Aug 1 Edmundson v 
Edmundson, Registrar, Preston. Riley, 
Passe, dos, eee under Lyme, Merchant Oct 6 Meakin y Peake, Chitty, J, 
i ’ Hanley 


Craven, Joun freee, Da 
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Prepvr,  Amns Sornra, Coleherne rd, West Brompton. Aug 10. Cannon v Purdue, 
Kekewich, J. Jonas, Old Serjeants’ inn inn, Chancery lane 
London Gazette.—Faway, July 14. 
Corrox, Hexny James, Dalbery, Date, @ Gaks in Holy Orders. Aug 31. Stovin v Cotton, 
North, J 


Smurthwaite, Bedford 
Harvaxp, Joux, Moston, nr Senchester,. U a. Aug 17. Harland v Harland, 
, Manchester. Knowles, Manches' 
Latur, Jax, Liverpool. Aug 17. Lillie v Lillie, " Registrar, Manchester. Read, Man- 
chester 
Royr.z, Peter, Brooklands, Chester, M.D. Aug 15. Swete v Royle, Registrar, Manchester. 
Orford, jun, Manchester 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 18. 


Joxes, Jexxix Srepuex, Pontneddfechan, Glamorgan, Gent. Oct 1. 
Chitty, J. Schultz, South eq, Gray’s inn 


James v Jones, 


Kersuaw, Sean, Audenshaw, Lancaster, Gent. Aug 15. Kershaw v Marsland, Registrar, 
Manch 


ester. Barber, Ashton under Lyne 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, July 14. 


Ayxenrs, Axx, Clotton Hoofield, co Chester Aug 10 Barker & Rogerson, Chester 
Bates, Bavcer, Middlerow, Norwich Septi1 Clabburn, Norwich 

Baxsisten, Heyny, Exeter, Gent Sept 1 Hooper, Exeter 

Baxxister, Sanan, Exeter Sept 1 Hooper, Exeter 

Bett, Axx, Haltwhistle, Northumbrid July 28 Wawn & Smith, South Shields 


Braprorp, Percy, Silk st, Cripplegate, Merchant’s Buyer Sept 1 Shearman, Gresham st 


Buiant, Rovert, Hind st, Poplar, Gent Aug4 Haynes & Silk, Suffolk House 
Broappest, Tuomas Wiit1aM, Gomersal, Birstal, Yorks,Gent Aug 11 

Co, Batley : 
Brows, Wixsox, Great Grimsby, Contractor Aug 2l Haddelsey, Gt Grimsby 


Caupecor, Faepzericx James Puriir, Holton Hall, Linc, Esq 
son, 


Cues - Feeperiox Epwarp, by ag! mansions, Grosvenor gins Aug26 Lewis | 


Albany court yard, Piccadilly, W 


a. yt zs, Preston, Victoria, Australia, Bricklayer Aug 19 Carr & Martin, | 


Great Tower st ; 
Coast, Tuomas Harry, Foots Cray, Kent, Grocer July 31 Waghorn, Maidstone 


Croox, Evwix, Newton Heath, nr Manchester Augi8 Scholes, Manchester 
Crosstey, Jonx, Rastrick, Yorks, Card Maker Sept 9 Barber & Oliver, Brighouse 
Daczz, Groncr, Manchester, Lead Merchant Augi19 Hockin & Co, Manchester 
Davey, Taouas, Rayne, Essex, Farmer Aug4 Holmes, Bocking, Braintree 


, | 
Dayxix, Janes, New Lenton, Nottingham, Gent Augi5 Rothera & Sons, Nottingham 


Deata, Wii114m, Exning, Suffolk, Farmer Augi10 Button & Aylmer, Newmarket 
Eoax, Tuouas Seiey, Buckingham Palace rd, Pimlico Aug 31 Kelcey, Margate 

Frow, Manns, Winterton, Lines, Labourer Aug 26 J T & H Woodhouse, Hull 
Giep.estoxe, Cnanixs, Bermondsey square, Hatter’s Carter Augi3 Goodchild, Norwich 
Guirrix, Many Axx, Clevedon, Somerset Aug 2i Glyde, Bristol 

Gnoont, Mary, Ipswich Augi2 Kersey, Ipswich 


Haut, Witti1am, Ashby de la Zouch, Leics, Gent Aug 22 Fisher & Co, Ashby de la Zouch | 


Hangrxe.t, James, Staplehay, Pitminster, Somerset, Yeoman Aug7 Kite & Broomhead, 


‘aunton 
Hexpeasos, Joux, Studley,Priory, Oxon, Esq Sept1 Davenport & Rose, Oxford 
Hous, Hexey, Camden rd, Islington, Gent Augi9 Price & Sons, Walbrook 


How tasp, Feaxx, Stock Orchard cres, Gent Aug 24 Indermaur & Co, Devonshire ter, 


Port place 

Lean, Eowarp, Newton Abbot, Devon Augi10 Hacker, Newton Abbot 

Letra, Sauvet, Sefton park, Liverpool, Gent Aug1i2 Parkinson & Hess, Liverpool 

Lyoxs, Joszrn, The Avenue, Broadesbury, Merchant Aug il Styer, Threadneedle st 

Mavvex, Avxiz, Harrogate Augi Powell & Co, Harrogate 

Marrnews, Lyvia Marcanert, Paignton, Devon Aug7 Tucker, Paignton 

Marrurws, Cuar.es, Stockton, Wores, Farmer Sept1 Hemingway & Son, Bewdley 

Mosrrx, Joux, Liansilin, co Denbigh, Tailor Aug3 Simon, Mold 

Mupvyuas, Many Axx, Fraser rd, Walthamstow Aug 21 Collins & Collins, King 
William st 

Peacock, Joszru, Bloomsbury place, Architect Aug 14 Martelli, Staple inn 

Paice, Jous, Wolverhampton AugiS Willcock & Taylor, Wolverhampton 

Bsrcure, Racuet Mowsezar, Wribbenhall, nr Bewdley Sept 1 Hemingway & Son, 
Bewdley 


Scholefield & | 


| 
Nov1 Maule & Robert- | 


Beanaeees, Exizasers, Hillsley, Hawkesbury, Gloucester Aug 10 Pomeroy & 

ristol Lc 

Russe.t, Exizasetu, Bruntingthorpe, Leics Aug5 Acton & Marriott, Nottingham / 

Sonnns, se Evwarp, Portsdown rd, Maida Vale, Gent Sept 1 Ellis, Lines 
elds 

Suev., Tuomas, Cardiff, Licensed Victualler Aug 30 David, Cardiff 

Garvan, Jou, Laughten-en-le-Morthen, Yorks, Farmer Sept 30 Clegg & 

e 
Suirn, Gzoraz, Tenby, Cab Proprietor Aug 28 Stokes, Tenby 
eats: Trorny, Tansley, co Derby, late Licensed Victualler Augi15 Potter, 


| Trusweit, Joun Ricuarp, Barnsfield, Notts, Gent Aug 10 J. W. & G. E. Ki 
South well 


we! 
Wane, Exiza, Leeds, Grocer Augi2 Simpsons & Denham, Leeds 


Wane, Tuomas Homer, Hebden Bridge, Yorks, Fustian Manufacturer Septi Sut 
Hebden Brid, 


| ge 
Wacenunem, Evcen Grorc, Manningham, Bradford, Merchant Sept 1 North & 


Watts, Joux, Gravesend, Gent Aug 19 Carr & Martin, Gt Tower st 
Wiaetxs, James Joszru, York, Gent Sept1 Dent, York 
Wituams, Josern Wiieranau, Liverpool, Master Mariner Augi0 Lynvkey, Liy 


Woopcare, Axx, Ashford, Kent Aug 28 Stokes, Tenby 


we se, Raveren, Areley Common, Areley Kings, Worcs Sept 1 Hemingway & 

ewdley 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 18. 

Arkryson, Saran, Thorner, Yorks Augi19 Scott, Leeds 


Bamsaseen, Exiza Jurrenson, Ashdell grove, Sheffield Aug 31 


chester 
Barstow, Frepesicx, Leeds, Innkeeper Augi19 Scott, Leeds 
Benpat, Artuur, Shottisham, Suffolk, Farmer Augi9 Welton, Woodbridge 


Bo.rox, Georcz Tuomas Lyxpon, St George’s place, Hyde Park Corner, Esq 
ilson & Co, Preston 
Boors, WiLi1AM Hous, Sheffield, Steel Manager July 29 A Muir Wilson, She 
Bovvenie, Harriett PLeyp«.., Holland Park terrace, Notting Hill Gate Sept 20 
ker & Son, Winchester 
Cavern, Tuomas, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Gent Aug 19 Welton, Woodbridge 


Couttett, Atrezmra Saran, Tavistock 1d, Westcourne park Sept 1 Balderstog 
Warren, Bedford row 

Cuemery, Victor Wittiam, Riahopente st Within, Metal Merchant Augi6é Mine 
Co, Metal Exchange bld jurch st 


Earle & Co, 


| Curxruam, Maritpa, Kinder, Hayfield, co Derby Aug 3i Earle & Co, Manchester 
| Doveras-WiLian, James Suoito ey pore Esq, Assistant Commissary-Ger 
HM’ Ra John 


s Army Septl venscroft st, Bedford row 
Doyrse, Grorcixs Louisa, Granville park,  Lenihen Aug 17 Hunters & Haynes, 
sq, Lincoln’s inn ; 
Desvune "Joux Wii.1am, Knaresborough, Yorks, Gent Sept 30 Middlemiss & } 
Kingston upon Hull 
Franxtys, Harriet, Ardwick, Manchester Aug 31 Earls & Co, Manchester 


| Hopson, Joseru, Salford, Beer Retailer Aug 31 Earle & Co, Manchester 
| Howarp, James Fieipven, Shaw, nr Oldham, Doctor of Medicine Aug 18 Ponsonby 
Carlile, Oldham ied 


e, 
Hupsoyx, Ameria, West Brighton Sept1 May, Golden square 


Leacrort, Corpetta Sornia Frances, Matlock Dale, Derbyshire Aug 31 
Matlock 


Joxes, Mary Hoiianv, Cambridge st Aug 28 Wheatley & Co, New inn, Sheffield 
Lister, Crana Matitva, Cemetery rd, Sheffield Sept 29 Wake & Co, Sheffield 
Lone, Ex1za, Knutsford, co Chester Aug 31 Earle & Co, Manchester 

Maruers, Mary, Pontefract Sept! Harrison & Co, Wakefield 


Ro.vo, Wit.14m Greic, Elmsdale st, Hackney, Beerhouse Keeper Augi6 Ba’ 
South: thern, Gracechurch st 
Suitu, Bryce, Chorlton cum Hardy, nr Manchester, Merchant Augis Cooper& 


| Surrn, Maria, Hornsey rise Aug 3i1 Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn square 


Terry, Henny, Scarborough, Gent Aug29 Hick, Scarborough 


| Tuomas, Jouyx, Ardmillan, Oswestry, Salop, Maltster Augi7 Whitfield, Oswestry 
| Ty nant, aeanee, Esj, Plashwood, Haughley, Suffolk August 9 Sparke & Sons, BR 
. : 


im ; 
Wacken, Witi1amM Huot, Sheffield, Ironfounder Sept 30 Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 
Wuircnuncu, James, ? aasened Cliff, Hound, co Southampton, Esq Sept1 Guscotte 


st, Strand 
ve i Finmix, Ridgwell, Essex, Farmer Sept1 Duffield & 
msfo 
Yearuas, Manwoop Suurrtewortn, Sherborne, Dorset, Esq, J P Septi Emmet 
Bloomsbury square 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette-—Fupar, July 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Avaus, Hexny, Sutton, Surrey, Builder Croydon Pet 
July 19 Ord July 19 

Ansies, Ricnsny Rosenrenaw, Silsden, Kildwick, Yorks, Agent 
Heel and Toe Plate Manufacturer Bradford Pet July | Gusvrix, Cuanves, 
19 Ord July 19 Coal Merchant 
Asset, Eowaup = ag! * ama late Grocer Lincoln July 18 Ord Jul 
Pet July 12 Ord duly 16 Maser, [one Th ’ 
yi July 1 


22 Ord Jul 
FULLEYLOVE, 


Gipsos, Osnonse, 


Baxxs, Gronce, Manchester, Slate Merchant Manchester 
Pet July 1 Ord July 17 
Baxres, Ricnazn Wir am Reading, Dairyman Reading 
o Pe: vy Ae Ord July 14 
HAsvLER, Ecizavern, Basingstoke, Hants, Wid Win- 
Chester Pet July7 Ord July 18 ey v3 29 
Cotxsomt, Cusntes Pussy Visors sj, Pimlico High 
gg apes Ord July 18 
ons ALexaxper, Swansea, Static Bwansea 
Pet July 17 Ord July 17 sce dae 
a Joux Balwich, 
ped Ord : July 18 July 18 
E.. iLvezp Jiuus, Baldock, Herta, 
Pet July 3 0nd nye Baker Luton | Jacxsox, Tuomas Raven, late 
Fasz, _ Kelesster, Boot Factor Leicester Pet July | Jouxs, Wuasitam, T 
1% Ord July Pet Decl 


Ord Dee 1 
Feuuon, tbe « Cuaures, Hasti Grover Hastings | , Mountain 
Pet July § Ord July 19 _ Jom, Sein tb 00d duly 20 


Pet July 19° Ord July 


rd July 17 

Ives, Banan, Bristol 

July 18 ‘Ord July 18 

en Aan Wiss, B 
Leicester 


Fixsey, Mantua, Bete, late Publican Derby Pet June 


«<i Netherton, Wores, pews Stores 
Proprietor Dudley Pet Ja 15 Ord J 

Pet July 17 Ord ~e- 17 

Gissox, Wittiam Dusxixotos, Barnsley, Corn pemeets Manxs, J, & Co, 

Pet June 28 O "July 17 Birmingha: 

itmore, nr Newcastle under Lyme, Mies, Havey, Colton, Norfolk, Farmer No 

made Burslem, and Tunstall Pet | July 17 


Houssowoars, Joux am, Baker 
How vane, Cranes Brighton, Builder Brighton Pet July | 
Lodging house Keeper Bristol Pet 


raunstone, 

: 4 Pet July. 19 Ord July 19 aa es 
ovKins, cmAnD, berkenfig, nr Glam, 

Staffs, Parmer @tafford Pet Loeneel Victualler Card Pet July "bs Ord 


Pet July 6 Ora Sul Pet July 19° Ord July 19 
‘onypandy, «ae Pontypridd | RowLssn, Redhill, Surrey, Grocer 


Kaxe, Tuomas James, Cowthorpye rd, Wandswortlt 
8 m High Court Pet July 17 Ord July ae 
Lazarus, Lewis, Aberdare, Glam, Furniture Dealer 


uly dare’ Pet July 19 Ord July 19 : 

rn Dealer ‘High Court Manevixitp, Unian, arf Cambs, Boatwright € 
b Pet Jul; Ord July 17 

ientuahemn, Bedstead Manuf 

m PetJunel9 Ord July 18 


Ord July 17 


om, ILL sat, ater Orton, Warwickshire, 


Rakes Merchant. Dudley Pet ——_ Pet July 18 Ord July 18 
come BERT, 


Over, Cambs, Farmer Pe 
Pet July 19, Ord July 19 
Nevumaxy, Witutam, Formosa st, Maida Hill, 
Agent High Court Pet June22 Ord July 19 
Oxsvow, Wiii1am, Kidderminster, Fish Merchant & 
minster Pet et July 14 Ord July 14 


Nottingham 


Stonehouse Pet July 16 Ord July 19 
Renve.p, Cuaries Juris, Red Lion at, my 
maker High Court Pet July 8 Ord Jul 
Reyworps, Josern, Middlesborou Ag Glass EA & 

borough Pet July 15 Ord uly 15 
Cheltenham, Grocer Rowuno, Aurnev, Oldbury, Worcs, Builder’ West 


Croydon — 


Leics, signe j 


June6 Grd July 10 


Ash, Glam, Builder Abestess | | Sanagon, Cross, Depend, Surrey, Gent Croydon I 
90 s 


July 14 





wrever 


Pixnce, Many Janz, Devonport, Beerhouse Keeper me 
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samp, Geonce Antoun Tomas, Banstead, Gent Croy- 


Pet June 30 Ord July 19 
Sanwox, Hersert Jouyx, Banstead, Gent Croydon Pet 
c? Pee — & 4 ve * 
H Haswett, Savoy mansions, Savoy Strand. 
Gasset ccial Agent’ High Court Pet April 5 Ord 
June 15 


Wiiuiam, Heathfield gardens, Chiswick, Com- 
Grant cial Clerk Brentford Pet July i7 Ord July 17 
gpexces, Joseru JouN Onenx, Southam, W 
er Warwick Pet July 18 Ord Jul 18 
Srevens, Josern_ Georce, West Bromwich, er West 
Bromwich Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

Taourson, ALFRED Henry, Pretoria avenue, Walthamstow, 
Cammission Agent High Court Pet July 18 Ord 
uly 18 

aceere, Cuartes Mare .Petr Howarrt, Blackheath, 
Kent, Secretary to a Limited Co Portsmouth Pet 
a ng FE for Co-operati 
x, Groxet, Burniey, shop Foreman for ive 

Vecodety Burnley Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

Waker, SAMUEL, Birmingham, Percussion Cap Box Manu- 
facturer Birmingham Pet July i7 Ord July 17 

Weos, Exsty, and Louis Wess, Eastbourne, T 
Eastbourne Pet June 19 Ord July 17 

Waserer, Evwanv, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham 
Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

West, Franx, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Auctioneer 
High Court Pet May 20 Ord July 17 

Wuirtine, Grorce, Morley, Yorks, Dyer Dewsbury Pet 
July 17 Ord July 17 

Wuuame, Joux, Cardiff, Ironmonger Cardiff Pet July 
17 Ord July 17 

Youremax, Puitir, Walsham le bag Suffolk, Farmer 
Bury 8t Edmunds Pet Junei4 Ord July 17 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
fished in the London Gazette of April 14 :— 
Rueav, Eowrn, Fitzroy st, Bank Manager High Court 
Pet Mar25 Ord April 12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Boorue, A L Trevor, Colchester, Lieufenant in 4th 

Hussars July 3lat10.45 Gt Eastern Hotel, Liver- 
i st 

eng Annie Manta, Gt Grimsby, Milliner July 29 at 11 
Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Dasce, Henry, Hereford, Licensed Victualler July 31 at 
10.45 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Dant, Tuomas, Puriton, Somerset, Baker July 28 at 12.80 
Bristol Arms Hotel, High st, Brid 

Davies, Davin Joux, Dowlais, Glam, Grocer July 31 at 
8 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 7 sunnpeetes 

aweon, Cuaries, Hednesford, Staffs, 
. Aug 2 at 10.30 Off Rec, Walsall 


Byaxs, Joux, Penygroes, Carnarvonshire, fi Coal 
Desler July 28at 12 Prince of Wales Hotel, Car- 
narvon 


Byersriczi>, Henny Anruvur, Marylebone st, Actor July 
@atii Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Fannanv, CLaupr Mriton, late of Leeds, Joiner July 28 
atll Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Hursox, Gzonez, Manningtree, Essex, Butcher July 28 at 


Off Ree, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Hype, Wii114m, Market Stainton, Lines, Solicitor Aug 2 
at 10.16 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt er 

Joxzs, Joun, Williams Town, Glam, Boot er Augi 
ati2 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Kexprick, Harry, Darlaston, Staffs, Grocer Aug 9 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Walsall 

Lar, Tuomas, Watford, Herts, Bootdealer July 28 at 2.30 
The Bristol Arms Hotel, High st, B: ter 

Lewis, Steruex, Railway Cottage, nr Clynderwen, Pembs, 
Labourer July 29 at 12.30 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Car- 

n 

Mavroy, Jexnemian Taomas, Pickering, Yorks, Sante 
Ironmoulder July 28 at 11.30 Off Hee, 74, Newboroug' 
st, Scarborough 

McDoxa.p, Groree, and Atrrep Jauzs Ricumonp, Liver- 

» Mantle Manufacturers Augiat3 Off Ree, 36, 
ictoria st, Liverpool 
Suznsox, Lady Annx, Cambridge avenue, Kilburn, Widow 
st 


July 28 at 2.30 Bankru; 
Surru, Witt1am, Danby st, ik, Commercial Clerk 
July 31 at 12 Bankruptey bidgs, st 
Seetiixe, Ricnarp, Redhill, Surrey, Butcher July 28 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 
Brarrono, Wittiam Henry, Spilsby, Lines, Sewing 
Machine Agent July 31 at 12 Off Ree, 48, Bigh st, 
Taxx, Josurn, Harrogate, Labourer July 28 at 12 Off 
, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Tayion, Groner Gover, Dewsbury, Licensed Victualler 
July 28 at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batl 
ax, Atpert, Yatrad, Rhondda, Glam, Collier Aug 
lat3 Off Rec, Merthyr = 
Wass, Sauver, Diss, Norfolk, Haberdasher July 28 
2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 
Waits, Ruopes, Hereford, Brewer's Agent July 31 at 
10.45 2, Offa st, Hereford 
Waaes, Suira, & Co, Snow hill, Printers July 28 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Warrier, Henny, Wooburn green, Bucks, Lime Merchant 
July 23 at 3.15 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
Youxcuax, Puitir, Walsham le Willows, Suffolk, Farmer 
Aug 16 at 12 Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Avaus, Henry, Sutton, Surrey, Builder Croydon Pet 
July 18 Ord July 19 
Amores, Ricuarn Roszarsaaw, Silsden, Kildwick, Yorks, 
Heel and Toe Plate Manufacturers Bradford Pet 
July 19 Ord July 19 
Aveutt, Eowanv Money, Lincoln, late Grocer Lincoln 
Pet July 11 Ord July 18 
Baxrex, Ricuanp Wituiam, Reading, Dairyman Reading 
Cu ng, Ae Ord July 14 w. 
SDLER, Sanan, Basingstoke, Hants, Widow in- 
Tg ad a July 6 Lag SO 8 
, JOHN LEXANDER, Swansea, Swansea 
Pet July 17 Ord July 17 





Deavrite, Joux, Milwich, Staffs, Farmer Stafford Pet 
July 18 Ord July 18 
Epwarps, Sipyey, John’s, Sevenoaks, Kent, Butcher 
Tun Wells Pet May 30 Ord July 17 
Faire, Freo. Leicester, Boot Factor Leicester Pet July 
18 Ord July 18 
Farmer Burton on 


Fears, Jons, 
ua" Re vaew ola 
Wores, Drug Stores 
Pet July 15 Ord July 15 


Gissox, Onponne, rd, Corn Dealer High Court 
pet July 17, Ord July 17 


Gaurrix, Cuagces, nr Newcastle uoder Lyme, 
Coal M Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall Pet 
July 18 Ord — 18 

Gairritus, Joun, 
Grocer 


Foiieyiove, Wiii1aM, 
Dudley 


vi Rhondda Valley, 
Pet July 12 Ord July 18 
Griuwonp, Roser, » Ikerchief Manufac- 
Manchester Pet July 15 Ord July 18 
Harvey, a. Dadley, Oyster Merchant Dudley Pet 
July 17 July 18 ; 
Heawoop, Wit1t1am, Braunstone, Leics, Wheelwright 
H Rr =, ‘Pe Day » pridgend, Glam 
OPKINS, CHARD, enfig, nr " 
Licensed Victualler Cardiff Pet July 18 On aay 
Howanrp, Georcr, Rnghton, Builder Brighton Pet July 
17 Ord July 17 
Howst.s, Wittram. Bridgend, Glam, Boot Dealer Cardiff 


Pet June7 Ord July 14 

Ives, Sanan, Bristol, house Keeper Bristol Pet 
July 18 Ord July 18 

Jones, James, Mountain Ash, Glam, Builder Aberdare 

July 18 Ord <= 

Kang, Tomas James, Megs rd, Wandsworth rd, 
Surgeon High Court PetJaly 17 Ord July 17 

Kixeuam, Joun Hester, Alfred pl West, South 

i Colourman 


x High Court Pet July 
17 
Lazarus, Lewis, A . Furniture Dealer 
Aberdare Pet July 18 July 19 
Lixe, Joun Gump, Plumber Gt Yarmouth 
iin ne Vom Cambs, Boatwright Cam- 
NSFIELD, Untan, e, 
— Pet July i? Ord July 17 
Mixes, Haavey, Colton, Norfolk, Norwich Pet 
July 17 Ord July 17 
Mustitt, Roserr, , Cambs, Farmer Peterborough 
Pet July 19 Ord July 19 
y 
Pierce, Mary Janz, Rewbenss Keeper East 
Pet July 19 Ord July 19 
Reywowps, Joseru, Glass Dealer Mid- 
Pet July 15 July 15 
Roacs, Jou Tuomas Pence.ry, Liverpool, Theatre Lessee 
Li Pet May 23 Ord July 18 


Sreruens, Joseru Georcr, West Bromwich, Baker West 
Bromwich Pet July 18 Ord July 18 
Accountant Wakefield 


Tayior, Epwix, Goole, Yorks, 
Pet June 23 Ord July 15 

Toriowsxy, Rusty, and Leow Lasxer, Liverpool, Clothiers 
Li Pet June 2i Ord way 17 


Vessry, Groxcr, % ~— ‘oreman for a 
tive Soci Pet July 19 Ord July 19 
Wueexer, Henry, W rm, Lime 
Ay Pet July 12 July 17 : 
Wi1ams, Jouy, ,Ironmonger Cardiff Pet July 
17 Ord July 17 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
Wi Samvuzt, Wimbledon, Sarrey, U; High 
Cm ‘Adj Nov 7, 1892 Ahnul July meen 
Rexs, Rees Moncan, Goedcae Dhu, Abertillery, Monmouth- 
“shew, Ui Tredegar Adj Dec 10, 
1992 Annul July 11 


London Gasette—Tusspay, July 25. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Anpaews, Jonx Coon, Thornth Yorks, late Farmer 
Northallerton Pet July 19 Ord July 19 
Breyouey, Frepesicx Exrsna Caorrox, Church 4°. 
Tobacconist High Court Pet July 9) Ord 


Horus, Steere Bexsawry, York, formerly Butter Fuotor 
¥ Pet July 22 tage #2 

Carziive, Joux Deal, Kent, rocer Catiterbury Pet 

Cu + ig wae Toms, Kent, Ironmonger 
ANDL 
ren Pet July 20 Ord July 20 


ConstanTinipi, ALEXANDER Park 
_ r=% late Merchant HighCourt Pet July 
Coox, Epwarp, Smackowner Gt Yarmouth 
D age Treas, a Innkeeper Merthyr 
AVI A, 
Pet July 20 July 21 
8t Anthony's, Newcastle on Tyne, 


Dirwixe, Wittian, 
Mason Neweastleon Tyne Pet July i Ord et 
— Ord July — Leeds, Printer Leeds Pet 
Driver, Joan Arrscow, Bolton, Cycle Agent Bolton Pet 
De July 20 On 2 ‘ rd, West 
yyw, Ancei3aLp Josgra, Avonmore Kensington, 
ournalist 


Court Pet July 2i Ord July 21 
Epwanps, D BE, rd, Teele Tocn. Teaymen 
Court Pet 8 Ord July 21 
Fvorp, Journ, Lewes, Builder Lewes Pet July 22 
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Gurrrrrns, Jons, Clydach Vale, Rhondda Valley, Glam, | 
Grocer Rec, Merth fil | 


Aug Sati2 Off yr 

Gaimmuoxv, Rosert, Manchester, Handkerchief Manufac- 
turer Augiat3 Ogden’s chambers, Bridge street, 
Manchester 

Heawoop, Witiiam, Braunstone, Leics, Wheelwright 
Aug2at3 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, I eicester 

Heavey, Aueert Frepenic Avevstvs, Lime st Aug 2 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ho.uxowortn, Jonx, Nottingham, Baker Aug 1 at 12 
Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Hupson, Frepenice, King’s Lynn, Farmer Aug 2 at 10.15 

B Whall, Market sq, King’s Lynn 

Ives, aanen,, Bristol, Lodging house Keeper Aug 9 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbre. Corn st, Bristol 

JEANS, Wiss 1AM CHRISTOPHER, Winchester, Baker Aug 9 
at 3.30 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

Jexxixos, Harry, Leicester, Shop Window Fitter Aug 2 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar 1.ne, Leicester 

Jessett, Corwexivs, Priors Marston, Warwickshire, 
Labourer Aug 1 at 12 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, 
Coventry 

Jixxs, Grorce Hexry, West Bromwich, Labourer 
at2 County Court, West Bromwich 

Jowrs, Wirit1am, Cwmbach, nr Builth rd, Radnorshire, 
late Publican Aug3at130 Off Rec, Lianidloes 

Kaxr, Tuomas James, Cowtho rd, Wandsworth rd, 
Surgeon Aug 2at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Gieunen' #, Isaac, Twining, nr Tewkesbury, Farmer Aug 
aa 12 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 

on 

Mawerieip, Untan, Upware, Cambs, Boatwright 
at12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Mites. Harvey, Colton, Norfolz, Farmer Aug 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Mixes, Joux, Kemp Town, Brighton, Nurseryman 
at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Mustit., Rosertr, Over, Cambs, Farmer Aug 2 at 12 
Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Nevumays, Witt1am, Formosa st, Maida Hill, Financial 
Agent Aug 2at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Nicnoxias, Jowx Sauver, Daventry, Jeweller Aug 2 at 
12.30 County Court bldgs, Northampton 

Parxer, Gronrce, Blackwood, Mon, Gener:] Dealer 
2at12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Preece, Many Janz, Devonport, Beerhouse Keeper 
4atli1 10, Atheneum ter. Plymouth 

Porrer, Tuomas, Smethwick, Staffs, Draper 
23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Renrecp, Cuarves Jviivs, Red Lion st, Holborn, Watch- 
maker Aug 2at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Rosixsos, Saucer. Colchester, Labourer Aug 18 at 12 
Townhall, Colchester 

Roogas, Tuomas. Dilwyn, Herefordshire, Farmer 
at 2.30 Off Rec. 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Spencer, Josern Joux Hews, Southam, Warwickshire, 
Farmer Aug 1 at 11.30 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, 
Coventry 

Sree, A R, Dawes rd, Fulham, Doctor of Medicine 
8at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Vessey, Geoncr, Burnl+y, Shop Foreman for Co-operative 
Society Aug 3 at 2 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, 


Burnley 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Assort, Fraxces Aoxes, Littlehampton, Sussex, Lodging- 
house K Brighton PetJuly13 Ord July 21 
Asprews, Joux Coox, Thornthwaite, Yorks, late Farmer 

Northallerton Pet July 19 Ord July 19 
Bacxsuatt, Tuomas, Tunbridge, Hoopmaker Tunbridge 
Wells Pet July i3 Ord July 21 
a, Hveu, Wigan, Esquire Wigan Pet May5 Ord 
July 22 
pr Azrave Joux, York yard, Duncan st, Islington, 
ietor High Court Pet May27 Ord July 20 
Tydfil, Fruiterer Merthyr 
uly 20 


Aug 4 


Aug 2 
5 at 12 
Aug 2 
Off 


Aug 
Aug 
Aug 2 at 11 


Aug 2 


Aug 


Pl ny Jous Hewnry, Merth 
Tydfil Pet July 20 Ord 
ent, Grocer 


Careiixo, Joux, Canterbury Pet 
July 19 Ord July 20 

Cuaxpize, Wittiam Times, Elham, Kent, 
Canterbury Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

Cuaatetos, Witiism Tuomas, West Woodburn, 
Northumbrid, Farmer Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 
11 Ord July 19 

CoLusr, Recwatp DE LA Rocue, late Queen Anne’s 

High Court Pet May1 Ord 


Ironmonger 





diene 5 arp, Lowestoft, late Smackowner Great 

beige Pet July 21 Ord July 22 

Davixe, Jumma, Trecastle, Brecon, Innkeeper Merthyr 

Tydfil Pet July 20 Ord July 2i 

mh... Witsam, 8t Anthony’s, 
Mason NewcastleonTyne Pet July 21 

Dixos, Wittiam Hewny, Leeds, Printer Leeds 
2 Ord July 2 


Newcastle on Tyne, 
Ord July 21 
Pet July 


Daivee, Joux Aryscow, ~~ Cycle Agent Bolton 

F ty 4 foo an Goae Hastings, G: Hastin 

ERMOR, FREDERICK estes, rocer gs 
Pet July5 Ord July 22 

Girixs, James Atursep, West Green rd, Tottenham, 
Plumber Edmonton Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

Gianoim, Jony, Newcastle on Tyne, Cab gamed New- 
castle on Tyne Pet July 1 Ord July 20 

Hervey, Atsert Freperic Av a Lime st High 
Court Pet May4 Ord Jul 


Hicks, Ric eo Broughton Gitord, Wilts, Machine Pro- | 


Pet July 20 Ord "July 20 


pri-tor 
, Baker 


Ho.imewortn, Jouy, 
Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

Hupsow, ns, ay Lynn, Farmer 
Pet July1 Ord Jul 

Hvuenes, Taomas, Neath, Glam, Licensed Victualler Neath 
Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

Jackson, Tuomas Raten, Bishops Cleve, Glos, Grocer 
Cheltenham Pet July6 Ord Jul 


Nottingham 
King’s Lynn | 


Jeans, Wittiam Curistoraer, Winchester, Baker Win- | 


chester Pet July 21 Ord July 

Jones, Taomas, Clydach 
Pontypridd Pet July 14 Ord July 19 

JonEs, 
Newtown Pet July 20 

KILsuen, 
Keeper eeagg 8 Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

—— #, Isaac, Twining, nr 

‘‘o- Mon Pet June 30 Ord July 22 

.. 1LLIAM, Tripenhade, St Ishmael’s, Carmarthen- 
sbire, Farmer Carmarthen Pet July 22° Ord July 22 

Liox, Tacos, Phi st, Gt Eastern st, a ufacturer 
High Court et June 14 Ord Jul 

Locks, Susaynan, Manchester, Music ie Manchester 
Pet June 13 Ord July 22 

Marks, Jacos, Birmingham, Bedstead Manufacturer Bir- 
mingham Pet July 18 Ora July 22 

McGirry, James, ww in 
in Furness Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

Mortimer, George Wii.iam, Penarth, Glam, Advertising 
Agent Cardiff Pet July 21 Ord "July 21 

Moss, Witi1am, Water Orton, Warwickshire, Builder 
Birmingham Pet July 18 Ord July 21 

Pirer, Joux, ep ly Mile End, 
High Court Pet ly 21 Ord July 21 


Ord July 22 


t Manufacturer 


Vale, Rhondda Valley, Glam, Grocer | 
ILLIAM, Builth rd, - late Publican | 
Witmay, Dewsbury, Private Lodging House | 


Tewkesbury, Farmer 


Furness, Labourer Barrow | 


Powe.t, Josern, Leeds, Fruiterer’s Salesman Leeds Pet 


July’ 20 Ord July 20 


Quayt, Henry, Ynysybwl, Glam, Greengrocer Pontypridd 


Pet July 19 Ord Jul 

Rosixsox, Apranam, 8t 
Pet April 8 9 July 20 

Sauxpercock, Jous, Treorkey, Gow, Labourer Ponty- | 
pridd Pet July. 20 Ord July 2 

Suerrietp, Groroz, Deodas rd, “Chine Wandsworth | 
Pet June 27 Ord July 20 

Srencer, Josepn Joun Henn, Southam, Paste | 
Farmer Warwick Pet July 18 Ord July 22 

Watxer, Samvet, Birmingham, Percussion Cap Box 
Manufacturer Birmingham 

Weesster, Eowarp, Birmingham, 
Pet July 17 Ord July 20 


Baker Birmingham 


Mark's sq, Dalston High Court 


| 


Pet July17 Ord July 20 | 


Wi sox, Cuarces, Bucton on Trent, Fruiterer Burton on | 


Pet July 21 Ord July 21 


amended notice is substituted for that pub- | 
in the London Gazette of July 18 :— 


Trent 


The followin 
lish 


Baxer, Jouy Stupxins Brapwevy, Sheffield, Cutlery Manu- 


facturer Sheffield Pet July 14 Ord July 14 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 31.—Messrs Atprgton & Co., at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
: —¢ Freehold Ground-Rents (see advertisement, ’ July 


July $i. —Mesers, Baker & Sons, in a Marquee on the 
Estate, at 2 for 2.30 o’clock, Freeehold Building Land 
(see adv ertisement, this week, p. 4). 

July 31.—Measrs. Kixe & CuAasEMORE, at the Mart, E.C., 
at 2 o’clock, Residental and Sporting Estates (see "adver- 
tisement, July 15, p. 640). 

Aug. 1.—Messrs. R. . Mann & Son, at the Mart, E.C., 
lo bay ‘angie Investment (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 4 

Aug. 1.—Mesers. R. W. Maxx & Son, at the Mart, E.C., at 
1 o’clock, Manufacturing Premises (see advertisement, 
this week, p. 4). 

Aug. 3.—Mesers, H. E. Foster & 5 Sesame, at the Mart, 
Ei C., at 2 o’clock, Reversions, Li: r Interests, and Shares 
(mee advertisement, this week, p 

. 8.—Mesers. Fisesoruen,. ‘ED Las, Cu ark, & Co., at 
» Mart, E.C., Fr d and L d Properties (see 
advertisement, ‘sand 15, p. esd 








at | 


j 


I 


Aug. 3.—Messrs. Foseunoctym, Ex.is, Crank, & 
the Mart, E.C. at 2 o'clock, Leasehold Estate =i 
tisement, July 22, p. 4). 

Aug. 3.—Mesers. Gastar & Sons, at the Mart, EB 
o'clock, Residential and Sporting Estate (see ad 
mo this week, p. 4). 
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LIVERPOOL.-COMPTON HOTE 


UNRIVALLED FOR ITS COMFORT. 


Excellent Cuisine and Moderate Fixed Ch 


SoxtocrTors’ Jour 


| Adjacent to best Shops, Shipping Offices, i 


Telephone No. 58. 





‘PROVIDENT LIFE OFFIG) 


FOUNDED 1806. 
50, REGENT STREET, LONDON, 


Crry Brance—l4, CORNHILL, E.O, 


FINANCIAL POSITION. 
| EXISTING ASSURANCES. . . 
INVESTED FUNDS 
ANNUAL INCOME fig 
| CLAREES & SURRENDERS PAID . 
| BONUSES DECLARED exceed 
Claims paid on Proof of Death and Title. 
Equitable Division of Profits. 
nlarged Free Limits of Foreign Residence and 

Endowment Assurances with Profits. 

| Half-Credit System Policies. Non-forfeitable F 
Intermediate Bonuses. 
| Special Advantages to the Naval and Military P 
Further Information on Application. 
_ CHARLES STEVENS, Actuary &8 Sec 


EDE AND SON, 


- . 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her asm esty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Liberal Surrender- 


* 


ROBE Sete MAKERS 


at 


udicial Bench, Corporation of London, &, 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy G 1 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LOD 








asaas. 


THe GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIE 


ST. MILDBED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDOW, E.0C. 
WEST END BRANCH —2, WATERLOO PLACE, 8.W. 


TOTAL PAYMENTS 
ASSETS EXCEED 
ANNUAL INCOME 





UNDER POLICIES 





£11,000,000 
5,000,000 
913,602 


6& THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE in LIFE ASSURANCE which the SOCIETY docs not FURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and 
RWolicies Indisputablie after SG YTearxrsm. 


Annuities of all kinds granted. Rates fixed on the most favourable | 


AMES H. 800 


terms 
'HOMAS G. SORLAED, F.LA., F.8.8., Actuary and Manager 
IT, Secretary. 
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